April 9, 1898. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


{Vol. 42.) 391 








ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 
INCORPORATED A.D. 1720, 
FOR SEA, FIRE, LIFE AND ANNUITIES. 
CHIEF OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON. 
Fouxps, £4,000,000. Crams Parp, £38,000,000. 


FIRE. 
INSURANCES ARE GRANTED AGAINST LOSS OR DAMAGE BY FIRE on 
PROPERTY of almost every description, at Moderate Rates. 


LIFE. 
a = ag DUTY POLICIES—Payment Direct to Revenue Authorities before grant 


of Pro! 
A for Full Prospectus to 
pee Se E. R. HANDCOCK, Secretary. 


THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 
THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 


BonpDs. MoRTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Established 1824. Coote £5,000,000 Sterling. 
Heap Orrice: BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON. 
Chairman: RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD. 
Loxpow Brancues: 1, 8ST. JAMES’S ST., 8.W.; 63, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.; 
NORFOLK 8T., STRAND; WIGMORE ST.; 3, MINCING LANE, EC. 
Lire anv Fine Insurances at Mopgeats Rares, 

Life Policies free from Restrictions, with Perfect Security and Liberal Bonuses. 
Special forms of Policies have been prepared to provide a of ESTATE DUTIES. 
LEASEHOLD AND SINKING FUN. OLICIES. 

Full Prospectuses on application. ROBERT LEWIS, Chief Secretary. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

















ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - 2 + = © £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - + + = + £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - . £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_~ - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Aseurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES 
Wrrnovr Prortrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age | Premium | Age | Premium | 


| Age Premium 
30 | £116 °%,| 40 | £2 10%, | 


Eur 


£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration 





“10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 


30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
£1,438 | £1,724 


£2,067 | 





Amount of Policy £1,199 | 


Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





VOL. XLIL, No. 23. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter 


LONDON, APRIL 9, 1893. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of tle JouRNAL. 





Contents. 


CURRENT TOPICS ...cceceessseees wecceceeceteee Laoat News 
Reseeve Carirat...... 


COBRESPORDENCE .......+ 








Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weskly Reporter. 


An Action of Danmore vy. Wharam, in 
the Court of Chancery of the C.waty 
ae of Lancaster, In the Matter os 
Furness v. Beresford. York Election 
UID: scan dth cuban p0-dn pienecteedsbitebanae = 
Mander v. Ridgway ... .....:00... essere. 
Perry Almshouses, In re...........0..00...-0 
. Ve a Others (Justices). 


Railway Co. v. Anderson ............... 386 
A Solicitor, Re. Ex parte The Incor- 
porated Law Society 
Caleott and Elvin’s Contract, Re 
C sppen Bros. v. MOOv2  .....4...00-002.c00es 
Municipal Election for the Central 
Division of Hackney, Re. Ex parte 
Piercy, Re. Whitwham v. Piercy 
Reg. v. Bird and Other Justices. Ex 
parte Jones 397 
Spencer v. Lancashire and Yorkshire 
pL a a, 
West Randt Proprietary (Lim.), Re ... 395 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


His Honour Judge Enos has been transferred from the 
Devonshire County Courts (Circuit No. 58) to the Metropolitan 
County Court (Circuit No. 41), and Mr. Roserr Woopratt has 
been appointed to the county courts vacated by Judge Enaz. 
Mr. Woopratt was called to the Bar in 1883. 





Tue tNconventENce and delay to ordinary litigants caused by 
the protracted nature of the trial of patent actions has for a 
long time been a subject of pra, and it is to be hoped 


that some good result will follow from the remarks made by the 
Lord Chancellor in the course of his judgment in Gormully v. 
North British Rubber Co. In his view, apparently, the proper 
way to deal with such cases, if the trial cannot be t 
within reasonable limite, is for the court to order them to 

tried before a referee. By section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, provision is made for such reference in cases involving 
any scientific investigation ‘‘which cannot in the opinion 
of the court or a judge conveniently be made before a 
jury or conducted by the court through its other ordinary 
officers,” and it is clear that a patent action may involve 
ecientific investigation within the meaviog of this provision 
(Saxby v. Gloucester Wagon Co, W. N., 1880, p. 28). A 
reference, however, is at best an unsatisfactory expedient, 
and especially in a class of actiors which frequently involve 
interests of great peeney magnitude. The proper solution 
of the difficulty has been frequently suggested. What is 
required is a special court for the trial of patent actions, 
and the assignment of a judge specially for the work of the 
court. This would mean the appointment of an additional 
judge ; but now that the Lord Chancellor has had his attention 
called to the exigency of. the matter, it ought to be possible to 
secure such an appointment. There is abundant reason for 
withdrawing patent cases from the ordinary lists, so that they 
shall not for days interrupt business; but this with- 
drawal must be simultaneous with the provision of a suitable 
tribunal to which they can be transferred. The Lord Chan- 
cellor admits that it is most satisfactory that patent cases 
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should be determined in an ordinary court, and the institution 
of a special tribunal would remove all ground of complaint, 
and also facilitate the disposal of the general business of the 
courts. 





Bur wHite patent actions frequently consume an excessive 
amount of time, they have a justification for their length which 
is lacking in some other cases. The issues before the court 
depend upon scientific points, which require careful and pro- 
longed examination, and unless the judge is himself a scientific 
expert he has to go through a course of education before he is 
in @ position to decide upon the facts and to apply to them the 
appropriate law. It is different where the trial is spun out 
because it presents matter of great popular interest. The recent 
death of the “Tichborne claimant” recalls perhaps the most 
flagrant instance of this misuse of the procedure of a court of 
justice. It is difficult now to realize how those who had the 
conduct either of the civil or the criminal proceedings could 
have consented to extend them to such an inordinate length, 
or how the presiding judges could have allowed it. A 

eech of twenty-six days, such as the late Lord Chief 

ustice delivered for the defence in the civil action, is 
doubtless a great performance, ard, in consequence of the extra- 
ordinary conflict of testimony as to Artur Orrton’s identity, 
there was an immense mass of material with which to deal. 
But in such a case the very length of the proceedings defeats 
their object. Whether the persons charged to decide the matter 
are judges or jurymen, their capacity to receive facts and 


arguments is limited, and for practical purposes the short 
speech, with its neat marshalling of Tacts—awaTte-COncIsS 
ent of ar, : . in ordinary 
is is the quality which counsel attempt to import into 


their speeches, and otherwise business would become impossible. 
In extraordinary cases, doubtless, some latitude must be allowed. 
Judges, counsel, and witnesses are human, and with the public, 
represented by the newspaper reporter, eagerly looking on, 
there is no great disposition to hurry over the matter. But 
popular interest docs not excuse the reckless waste of the time 
of courts of law, and the Tichborne case will, it is to be 
hoped, remain as a “record” offender in this respect. 





Wuen we referred last week to some observations made by 
Mr. H. W. Cutts in the preface to the new edition of Hood 
and Challis on the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts, we 
little thought that the author of the observations was lying at 
the point of death. His health was always somewhat delicate, 
and on the Ist inst. he succumbed to an attack of influenza. By 
his death we have lost one of the comparatively few profoundly 
learned real property lawyers of this generation. His attain- 
ments were the admiration of his friends long before, by the 
publication of his treatise on the Law of Real Property, 
they became generally known to the profession. The labour he 
bestowed upon that work was enormous. He believed in Lord 
Coxx’s remark that ‘‘There is no knowledge, case, or point of 
law, seem it of never so little account, but will stand our student 
in stead at one time or other ; and therefore, in readivg, nothing 
is to be pretermitted ” (Co. Litt. 9a), and he acted upon it to the 
fullest extent in the preparation of the book. He met with his 
reward ; the treatise established his reputation, and he acquired 
a practice; but, as he himself wrote in our columns of 
his friend the late Mr. W. B. Trevetyan, “he never 
pushed himself into the prominence of a ‘great practice,’ 
such as has been attained by many inferior men; and 
he probably did not desire it.” Eminently scholarly, fas- 
tidious, and high-minded, he scorned any attempt to 
attain distinction or popularity. Yet there was no greater 
favourite among his brethren at the equity bar. His genuine 
kindliness, old-world courtliness of manner, and readiness to 
open his treasures of learning to anyone who had a knotty point 
to consider in the course of practice, endeared him to them; and 
there have been few men at the bar whose loss has been more 
etted. For many years he was a frequent con- 


deeply regr 


tributor to this journal, and up to almost the close of his life he 


interested him in connection with his favourite branch of law, 
the benefit of his learning and singularly acute intellect. 





Ir nas been held by Kexewion, J., in Re Brooke and Tremlin’s 
Contract that a married woman who is a mortgagee under a 
mortgage made in 1895, and who owns the mortgage money as 
her separate property, can convey the mortgaged property 
without the concurrence of her husband and without the neces- 
sity of acknowledging the deed. But for the decision of Norrn, 
J., in Re Harkness and Allsopp’s Contract (44 W. R. 683; 1896, 
2 Ch. 358) the point would have been too clear for argument. 
Under the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, a married 
woman is enabled to dispose of property acquired after the Act 
as if she were a feme sole, and hae is no reason for excluding 
this power in the case of land which she has acquired under a 
mortgage. In Re Harkness and Allsopp’s Contract, however, it 
was held that a married woman who was a trustee of real 
property could not convey, except with the concurrence of her 
husband and by deed acknowledged. The ground of the 
decision was that section 18 of the Act expressly enables a 
married woman who is trustee of certain classes of personal 
property to transfer as a feme sole, and it would seem, 
therefore, that the eame facility is not extended to the 
case where the married woman is a trustee of real estate. 
The conclusion is helped by the consideration that the initial 
clauses of the Act, conferring on married women a general 
power of disposition, appear to contemplate only property in 
which she is beneficially interested. The result is highly incon- 
venient. Probably it is due to oversight on the part of the 
drafteman of the Act, and clearly it should not be extended. 
The only ground for applying it tothe case of a mortgage would 
be that the mortgagee is a trustee for the mortgagor, but this is 
not so. While the mortgage is subsisting, the mortgagee is 
interested in the land on his own account; the mortgagor only 
has the equity of redemption. Hence a married woman who is 
a mortgagee can convey as a feme sole, notwithstanding Re 
Harkness and Allsoyp’s Contract. And after the mortgage has 
been paid off she is, as Kexewicu, J., pointed out, a bare 
trustee, and can convey as a feme sole under section 16 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, 





Tue cLavsE frequently inserted in partnership articles giving 
to the partners power to expel one of the firm in case of breach 
of duty or incapacity requires to be exercised in good faith or it 
may become an instrument of grave oppression. In the recent 
case of Barnes v. Youngs (46 W. R. 332) Romer, J., has placed 
a qualification upon its exercise which will prevent any such 
result. The articles there contained a very comprehensive clause 
giving the partners power to expel one of their number under a 
variety of circumstances. The expulsion was to take effect — 
notice in writing being served upon the expelled partner, but 
provision was made for a reference to arbitration if any ques- 
tion arose whether a case had happened to authorize the exer- 
cise of the power. In consequence of information which the 
defendants had received as to certain conduct of the plaintiff, 
they, without warning and without giving an opportunity of 
explanation, served notice of expulsion upon him. The action 
was thereupon commenced by the expelled partner. to prevent 
the expulsion and the consequent dissolution of partnership from 
taking effect, and the defendants, the other partners, moved 
to stay the proceedings and to refer the matter to arbitration. 
In the opinion of Romer, J., however, the defendants had not 
placed themselves in a position to require arbitration under the 
articles. A notice of expulsion involves a decision by the 
partners upon the conduct of the expelled partner, which is in 
the nature of a judicial decision ; aud the decision should not 
be arrived at, and the notice served, until the partners have 
proceeded in a judicial manner, and have given the impeached 
partner a chance of offering an explanation. ‘I think,’’ said 
the learned judge, ‘‘ that partners are not entitled to spring a 
notice of dissolution on their co-partrer without the slightest 
preliminary notice being given to Lim, and without calling his 
attention in the slightest degree to any alleged cause of com- 








was always ready to give our readers, upon any matter which 


plaint, and without giving him the slightest opportunity of 
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meeting the case which is alleged against him.” In the present 
case no such opportunity had been given, and consequently the 
right to serve a notice of dissolution had not arisen. The 
notice which was served was consequently bad, and Romer, J., 
declined to stay the plaintiff’s action. 


Untit PartiaMent interferes, it does not seem at all likely 
that there will be any end to the cases which keep coming 
before the High Court on the Betting Houses Act, 1853, 
involving the question whether some place or other is, or is 
not, a ‘‘ place” within the meaning of that Act. Another of 
such cases was before the Court for Crown Cases Reserved last 
Saturday in Reg. v. Humphrey, and it was obvious from the 
tone of their judgments that the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division do not consider their court bound by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Powell v. The Kempton Park Racecourse Co. 
(46 W. R. 8; 1897, 2 Q. B. 242), though of course they express 
the utmost respect for that decision. Hawxtns, J., especially 
was careful to state that no word of his must be taken as 
approving of that case. ‘Phe recent case was very different 
from the Kempton Park case. It had nothing to do with 
enclosures on racecourses. The defendant was convicted under 
the Act of illegally using a certain archway in the city of 
Leeds, which he frequented at the same hour of the day, for 
the purpose of betting with any person who should come to 
the archway for that purpose. The court, therefore, in upholding 
the conviction, were able to do so without dissenting from the 
Kempton Park case. It will be interesting to see how the 
judges will treat a case which raises the same point. It is quite 
clear that no court can overrule a judgment of the Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved, and this court gave a final decision 
in Hawke vy. Dunn (45 W. R. 359; 1897, 1 Q. B. 579). The 
Court of Appeal, however, refused to follow it in the Kempton 
Park case, and now these two courts appear to be at issue, and 
each seems likely to hold to its own expressed opinion. Under 
such circumstances it has become almost imperative that Parlia- 
ment should take up the question, and, if possible, lay it at rest 
once for all. The task would be no easy one, and any proposed 
legislation would probably meet with much opposition. One 
very unsatisfactory feature in the decision of the Court of 
Appeal is that the action was really a collusive one. The Act 
of 1853 commences with a preamble, “ Whereas a kind of 
gaming has of late sprung up.” It was admitted that the kind 
of gaming in question had been carried on since the beginning 
of this century. That admission had evidently an important 
bearing on the judgment of the court, but it clearly weakens 
the authority of that judgment, and Wuus, J., exp an 
opinion that it is little short of a scandal that the leading 
authority on the subject should have been obtained under such 
circumstances. Anyhow, ‘‘ muddle” is the only word which 
adequately expresses the state of the law as to betting. The 
authorities are irreconcileable, and the position is quite unseemly, 
The sooner legislation puts an end to the existing state of 
things the better will it be for the dignity of the law. 





In THE recent case of Clyde Cycle Co. v. Hargreaves the oft- 


raised question, what are necessaries suitable for an infant? | P° 


was again under consideration. It was held in that case, by a 
county court judge, when sitting alone without a jury, that a 
racing bicycle purchased by the defendant for £12 10s., which 
had been arse him for racing purposes as well as for exercise 
on the road, was an article of utility suitable for his circum- 
stances and station in life, which was that of an apprentice to a 
scientific instrument maker, at a salary of 21s. a week. 
affirming this judgment, the Divisional Court (Lord Russzt1, 
O0.J., and Rivtey, J.) held that, since the county court judge 
was acting as both judge and jury, his decision could not 

reviewed if, in their opinion, the case was a proper one to have 
been left to a jury—that is to say, one in which there was 
evidence to justify a jury in finding for the plaintiff on the 
question of whether the bicycle supplied to the defendant was 
or was not “necessaries.’’ This decision is fully in heemeny 
with what was laid down in the leading case of Ryder v. Womb- 
well (L. R, 4 Ex. 32), and likewise derives support from the 


that “every bailiff so appointed may be 
judge. 





statutory definition of “necessaries” contained in section 2 of 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893.(56 & 57 Vict. c. 71). Moreover, it 
upholds the rule which ought always to be strictly adhered to 
in the interest of the public—namely, that the power of appeal- 
ing from the county court is, as it always has been, limited to 
those cases in which one of the parties is dissatisfied with ‘ the 
determination or direction of the judge in point of law or 
equity, or upon the admission or rejection of any evidence” 
(51 & 52 Viet. c, 43, s. 120), and that, therefore, where there is 
no jury, the judge’s findings of fact (if upon some evidence) are 
final, and cannot be questioned ( Cousins v. Lombard it Bank, 
1 Ex. D, 404; Smith v. Baker, 1891, A. O, 325), though an 
raga will lie where it is clear that in coming to a conclusion on 
the facts he must have taken an erroneous view of the law: 
eng ve Furney (12 ©. B. 291), Cuthbertson v. Parsons (12 
. B. 304). 





WuHenz A person whose have been stolen takes back the 
goods, or receives some other valuable consideration, upon an 
agreement not to prosecute the thief, he is gulty of the mie- 
demeanour which was anciently known as theftbote, but which is 
now called compounding a felony. An indictment for the mis- 
demeanour is very seldom indeed met with in the criminal 
courts, although no doubt it is an everyday offence. Such an 
agreement, however, is clearly illegal, and therefore cannot be 
enforced in an action at law. An example of this came before 
GranTHAM, J., a few days ago in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
In this case it appeared that the plaintiff had had a clerk whom 
he suspected of embezzlement, and who confessed his guilt. The 
plaintiff threatened to prosecute the clerk, but some friends of 
the latter, amongst whom was the defendant, contributed and 
handed to the plaintiff a part of the sum that had been mis- 
appropriated, and the defendant gave the plaintiff a bill of 
exchange for the balance. No criminal proceedings were 
taken. The action was brought on the bill of exchange, and 
was defended on the ground that the bill was given for an 
illegal consideration—namely, to compound a felony. The 
judge found as a fact that the bill had been accepted by the 
defendant because the plaintiff had threatened to prosecute his 
clerk, and gave judgment for the defendant. This was clearly 
in accordance with the defence set up, although no doubt the 

ment not to prosecute was —— implied. After this 
finding of fact there was no room for doubt as to the law on the 
subject. The circumstances of the case, however, are of suf- 
ficiently uncommon a nature to deserve some passing notice, 
and - case supplies a good example of an important legal 
principle. 





A case affecting county court bailiffs and the fees chargeable 
by them on levying a distress for rent has recently 
determined—namely, Duncombe v. Hicks. There, by arran 
ment with the tenant, the man put in possession by the 
bailiff agreed to substitute, for ‘‘ full possession,” what is called 
“« walking ession ”’—that is to say, instead of remainiog in 
possession, he agreed with the tenant to leave on recsiving the 
of the premises, together with a written authority from the tenant 
to re-enter as and when he bailiff’s man) so pleased. Full 
ssession fees having, und ese circumstances, been oma 
it was held by the county court judge that they were not payable, 
and that, moreover, the Daili's certificate must be cancelled. 
On appeal to the High Court, the Divisional Court (Waicnr 
and Daruinc, JJ.) declined to interfere in any way with the 
discretion exercised by the county court judge, and likewise 
expressed a doubt as to whether they had power to amend so 


In | much of his decision as related to the cancellation of the 


certificate. That the High Oourt does not posees; the power in 
question is, we submit, clear from the lang of section 33 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, which enables the high bailiff to 
appoint fg a to ouaigt i -_ at et a 3 ple goons i Fa 
or any of them, an t others in their plece, a ides 

ae saagentel r diomisnd by the 





Mr. Justice Channell has fixed Friday, the 6th of May,as the com- 
mission day for the Spring Assizes at Leeds. . 
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RESERVE CAPITAL. 

Tue Cuurt of Appeal have held in Bartlett v. Mayfair Property 
Co. (Limited), affirming the decision of Wricnr, J. (46 W. R. 
199), that an effective mortgage cannot be made of capital of a 
limited ——. which by a special resolution passed under 
section 5 of the Companies Act, 1879, has been declared not to 
be capable of being called up except in the event and for the 
P of a winding up. Having regard to the current of 

ecisions hitherto upon mortgages of uncalled capital, it was by 
no means clear that this was the correct view, and the argument 
in the judgment of Linpiry, M.R., is based upon the analogy 
of the operation of the Act of 1879 in the case of unlimited 
companies rather than upon considerations applicable to limited 
companies. 

Originally there was, as is we)l known, no little doubt as to 
the validity of any charge on uncalled capital. Such a charge, 
it was said, involved an interference with the discretion which 


is capable of the construction thus sought to be put upon it. The 
“purposes of the winding up” include the payment of all 
creditors, whether secured or not, in their due order, and the 
use of these words does not necessarily prohibit the application 
of the reserve capital to the payment of creditors who have 
acquired a specific charge upon it. It must be admitted, how- 
ever, that a strong argument against this view is afforded by 
the juxtaposition of the clauses dealing with the registration of 
unlimited companies as companies having limited liability. As 
long as the liability was unlimited the capital at the disposal of 
the directors comprised, as the Master of the Rolls in his judg- 
ment in the present case pointed out, only the nominal amount of 
the shares. In a winding up the calls which the liquidator 
could make were unlimited, but previously to the winding 
up no call beyond the nominal amount of the shares 
could be made, nor could the proceeds of calls beyond 
such nominal amount be in avy way pledged. It is natural to 
infer that when, by the Act of 1879, the Legislature made it 
possible for the company to substitute for this unlimited 


the directors ought to exercise in making calls ( Stanley’ = oe 
case, 12 W. R. 304, 4DeGJ.&8. 407) But a Phos liability in winding up a limited liability represented by the 
Bessemer Steel Co, (32 L. T. 854) Jesser, M.R., held the objec- | 20minal capital specially reserved, the same qualities should 
tion to be untenable, and in subsequent cases the controversy | ®ttach to calls made upon this reserve capital as had previously 
has turned rather on the words of the power in the memorandum attached to calls made in a winding up in excess of the nominal 
or articles of association authorizing the mortgage of uncalled | Value of the shares—that is, the calls on tho reserve capital 
capital, than on the possibility of such power being conferred, | Wer@ meant to be excluded altogether from the control of the 
In Re Pyle Works (Limited) (38 W. R. 674, 44 Cb. D. 534) it | directors, and never to be available for any purpose whatever 
until a winding up had occurred. 








was held by the Court of Appeal that a mortgage of uncalled 


But if this is the true effect of the section as to unlimited 


capital, when properly authorized by the constitution of the er - 
company, was effectual to charge calls made by the liquidator | °°™panies it may reasonably have the same effect when it uses 
precisely similar language with regard to limited companies. 


in a winding | equally with calls made by the directors; and | } . Pets 
the validity of such mortgages was further affirmed by the Thus here again the reserve capital is removed from the control 
Privy Council in Newton vy. Anglo-Australian Investment Co. (48 of the directors and is kept intact for the liquidator to 
W. RB. 401; 1895, A. C. 244), apply in the course of the winding up. ‘The prohibition, 
The section upon which the question in Bartlett v. Mayfair | 881d Lixvuey, M.R., “ against calling up the reserve capital in 
Property Co. has arisen provides, in the first instance, for the | the case of limited companies is inserted for precisely the same 
case of unlimited companies which are being registered as | PUTPOSe 48 in the case of unlimited companies—viz., to preserve 
limited under section 179 of the Act of 1862. Such a company such capital for the general purposes of the company when 
may, upon the registration, increase the nominal amount of its| Wound up. To interpret the section so as to enable a company 
capital by increasing the nominal amount of its shares, but in | t® defeat this object by pledging or otherwise disposing of its 
this case no part of the increased capital is to be capable of | Teserve capital is, in my opinion, entirely to miss the real 
being called up except in the event of, and for the purposes | ™aning of the Legislature as expressed in the language it has 
of, the company being wound up. The Act, it may be noticed, used. Neither the Act of 1879 nor the other Companies Acts 
was passed in consequence of the hardships incident to| 8'¥@ @ company power to dispose of assets which cannot come 
unlimited liability which were revealed by the failure of the | ito existence until it is wound up. To hand over the reserve 
Glasgow Bank in 1878, and the device of reserving a part of the | ©@Pital or any part of it when called up to a prior assignee, or 
capital for use only upon a winding up was adopted as a means | *° & mortgagee who has no claim against the assets until he has 
of reconciling limited liability with the credit which a company | @4lized or given up his security, is not to apply the reserve 
had possessed when unlimited. An unlimited company might capital for the purposes of the company being wound up within 
also upon registration with limited liability, instead of | the true meaning of that expression as used in section 5, but 
increasing its nominal capital, reserve in the same manner a | * prevent such application.” — . . 
portion of its existing uncalled nominal capital. Apart from technical considerations, the construction thus 
After making the above provision for the case of unlimited | #dopted gives greater utility to the provision in question. As 
companies, section 5 proceeds: ‘A limited company may by a already pointed out, one object of creating a reserve capital is to 
special resolution declare that any portion of its capital which | ¢rease the general credit of the company, and directly the 
has not been already called up shall not be capable of being | Tes¢rve capital is pledged—if this were possible—the additional 
called up, except in the event of and for the purpose of the | S°urce of credit would be gone. So far as the liability of the 
company being wound up; and thereupon such portion of shareholders is concerned the result is the same, for in no case 
capital shall not be capable of being called up, except in the | Could the capital be called up till a winding up, and when this 
event of and for the purpoees of the company being wound up.” occurred they would not be affected by the order in which the 
It was upon this provision that the Mayfair Property Co. acted. secured and unsecured creditors were paid. But otherwise the 
The company was registered in August, 1892, with a nominal | Tesolution creating the reserve capital would become inoperative, 
capital of £50,000 in 5,000 shares of £10 each. ‘The sum of | #24 upon a mortgage being created it would cease to be avail- 
£4 5s. per share was called up, and by a special resolution able for the general creditors. Under the present decision such 
under section 5 of the Act of 1879 in September, 1892, | ® result will not be possible. 
it was declared that £5 per share should not be capable of | abihlical 
being called up except in the event of and for the purposes of 














the company being wound up. Both the memorandum and the | 
articles of association authorized the creation of a charge on the | 
uncallei capital, and in 1894 the company issued first mortgage | 
debentures charged on all its property, both present and future, | 
including the uncalled capital for the time being. A winding-up | 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
A REMARKABLE ADVERTISEMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,--I venture to bring to your notice the enclosed advertisement 


order was mado in August, 1896, and the debenture-holders io : : : conta 

Shia Mit Gheie event ty abe = ded to the capital which which has appeared in a o>! wa for several days in succession. 

thereupon became capable of being called up. ‘ 

Princany. the provision quoted above apart from the preceding | A gentleman, recently called, with some capital, can be intr 
uses relating to unlimited companies, it would seem that it! to good practice by an established solicitor.—Address, ———. 


2, Hare Court, Temple, Ap Henry C. A. BINGLEY. 
The following is the advertisement referred to: ‘‘To Barristers.— 
oduced 




















April 9, 1898. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 42.] 395 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re PIERCY, WHITWHAM v. PIERCY. No. 2. 10th ana 11th March. 


ApMINIsTRATION or Estate—CuHanrtTantes Girt—Imrurg Psrrsonatty— 
Power or Se.xction crven To Trusters—Sevecrion or CHARITIRS 
AvTuorizep To Take Impure Personatry. 


Ap of the defendants from a decision of North, J. By his will 
dated the 5th of December, 1883, Benjamin Piercy, the testator, directed 
his trustees to apply one-tenth of his estate over and above £110,000 *‘ to 
such charitable institutions and objects as my trustees may determine.”’ 
The testator died on the 24th of March, 1888. In an action commenced 
by the trustees of his will the usual administration decree was made on 
the 21st of January, 1889. On the 14th of December, 1896, the plaintiffs 
took out a summons in the action to have it determined what was the 
Attorney-General’s interest under the above bequest in (1) the corpus of 
the testator’s estate, and (2) the income accrued thereon and thereafter to 
accrue. On the 27th of November, 1896, the Attorney-General took out 
a summons asking that no further payment be made under the order on 
further consideration of the 15th of January, 1896, out of the income of 
the estate of certain quarterly sums therein mentioned, except upon 
certain stated conditions. The two summonses came on together for 
hearing before North, J., who, following Lewis v. Allenby (18 W. RB. 1127, 
L. R. 10 Eq. 668), held that the charitable bequeet applied not — to 
pure personalty but also to impure personalty and proceeds of ty; 
that the power of selection or determination could not be properly exer- 
cised except in favour of such charitable institutions as were at the testa- 
tor’s death empowered by law to hold real estate or impure personalty, 
notwithstanding the statute 9 Geo. 2, c. 36 (the Mortmain Act). The 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M R., and Ricny and Vavenan Wi.t1aMs, L.JJ.) 

i the appeal. 


Linvizy, M.R.—The real question in this case is whether this court is 
— to overrule Stuart, V.C., in Lewis v. Allenby (ubi supra). I will 
the paseage. [His lordship read from the judgment of Stuart, V.C., 
and continued :} I will state our view of the true principle which governs 
this case. Icannot read this asa bequest to any charitable institution 
at all so far as the testator is concerned ; the trustees may appoint to any 
charity ; and until that power is exercised no appointment can be made. 
If they appoint to some charitable institution which is not capable of 
q and that appointment is read into the will, that cannot hold good. 
If the case came before us now for the first time I should have thought on 
principle that the Mortmain Act did not hit it. If we look at the authori- 
ties, I think Lewis v. Allenby (ubi supra) is right. I cannot follow the 
Vice-Chancellor’s reasoning, but I find the case referred to in text-book, 
and I don’t know that it has ever seriously been contested ; it has certainly 
presented difficulties, and has been followed by Pearson, J., in Re Ovey, 
Broadbent v. Barrow (33 W. R. 821, 31 Ch. D. 113), and by North, J., in 
Re Seton Smith (in note to Re Piercy, Whitwham v. Piercy (23 L. T. re 
732) ). The true principle is that on which Lord Hardwicke proceeded 
Grimmett v. Grimmett (Amb. 210), and I think there is nothing amiss in 
this gift to the trustees. It is said that this decision is inconsistent with 
Baker v. Sutton (1 Keen 224) and Johnston v. Swann (3 Madd. 457), which 
were not cited before the Vice-Chancellor, and thore decisions are opposed 
to the view taken by him. It is quite possible that in those cases the 
trustees may not have claimed the right of selection, and if so they are not 
opposed ; if they did, then they are opposed to the decision of the Vice- 
Chancellor, and I say he is right. This is an ordinary power of appoint- 
ment which may be properly or improperly exercised. The ap must 
be dismissed. 

Riasy, L J.—I am of the same opinion. I much prefer to treat this 
cage as one of principle quite apart from authority. The principle of law 
applicable to the case is clearly laid down in Lewis v. Allenby (ubi supra). 
For my purpore I need only refer to one case, a decision of the Court of 
Ap University of London vy. Yarrow (5 W. R. 543, 1 De G. & J. 72) 
which sufficiently sums up the previous authorities. [His lordship dis- 
cussed that case at length, and continued:] If the testator has pointed 
to two objects, one of which is lawful and the other unlawful, and has 
given the trustees power to select the lawful one, it is impossible to say 
that the bequest is void. In the present vase there is a power in the 
trustees to select objects perfectly within the Act. There is no doubt 
about the testator’s intention that all this fund should go to charities. It 
would be impossible to hold, if there had never been such a case as Lewis 
v. Allenby (ubi supra), that the gift was not good. No gift of mixed 
pereonalty to an unexempt charity would operate as a good gift, and the 
trustees would know plainly that they would be doing that which would 
frustrate the testator’s intention if they applied any part of this fund to 
unexempted charities. Baker v. Sutton and Johnston v. Swann (ubi supra) I 
take to have been overruled if and so faras they are inconsistent with 
Lewis vy. Allenby (ubi supra). 

Vavcnan Wriusams, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Ap 
dismissed.—Covnsret, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Badcock; Sir Richard 
Webster, A.G., and Ingle Joyce ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Frederick Thomp- 
son. Soxrcrrors, Crowders § Vizard; Solicitor to the Treasury; Field, 
Roscoe, § Co., for Evan Morris § Co., Wrexham. 


[Reported by W. Suauitcnoss Goppaxp, Barrister-at-Law.) 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WEST RANDT PROPRIETARY (LIM.). North, J. Ist April, 


Company—Conrract — Consipgration Insurricrentiy Starep — SHarzs 
Furry Pam Ur—Recrirication or Reoisren—Oomranizs Acr, 1867 
(30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), 8. 25. 


This was an application for the rectification of the register by the 
cancellation of shares issued as fully paid up under the following 
circumstances. On the 20th of March, 1896, an agreement was made for 
the sale to the Western Main Reef Gold Mining Syndicate of 275 mining 
claims described in the schedule. On the 16th of October, 1896, an 

ent was made for the tale of these claims to the company, the 
property being ony, Gaaiee by reference to the agreement of the 20th 
of March, 1896. e agreement of the 16th of October, 1896, was filed 
on the 19th of October, 1896, and 20,000 shares were issued under it to 
the vendor, who, on the 26th of October, transferred these sbares for a 
nominal consideration to Davenport. The latter then distributed the 
shares among the persons mentioned in the notice of motion, and the 
company = them certificates that the shares were fully paid. It was 
doubtful, however, if the company was estopped from shewing that the 
shares hed not in fact been fully paid, inasmuch as all the transfers had 
been for nominal considerations, so that Burkenshaw v. Nicolls (26 W. R. 
819) did not spply. From Re Kharaskoma Syndicate (1897, 2 Ch. 451) it 
yo spon that the full consideration for the contract must be set out in 
the contract that was actually filed, and Kekewich, J.,in Re Maynards 
(Limited) (W. N. 1898, 22 (5)) held that in a case exactly similar to the 
resent a contract filed which merely referred to a schedule in another 
ocument was insufficient. The application asked that the names of the 
persons who had transferred their shares should be struck off the register 
as well as the persons who were now actually upon the register, on the 
ground that they might be put upon the B list of contributories. 
Nortn, J., said that there was no distinction between Re Kharaskoma 
ieate and Re Maynards (Limited), in each case what each person gives 
and takes must be clearly shewn in the 








otion w: 






y bg i He 
present time actually red as shareholders, consent of a 
secured creditor who had been referred to was obtained, and an affidavit 
of the present holders of shares produced, he might be able to make the 
order.—Oounsgt, Stewart Smith; Whittaker. Soxicrrons, Loughborough ; 
Gedge, Nisbet, § Drew. . 
[Reported by G. B. Hamitrow, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re CALCOTT AND ELVIN’S CONTRACT. Kekewich, J. 3ist March. 
Bankruptcy—Orprr or Apsupication—Orper ror Summary ApDMINIs<- 
TRATION—VESTING OF Property—*' Desp on Conveyance ’’—Paionity 
ee ee Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss, 20, 
54, 121. 
By an indenture of the 7th of February, 1881, certain leasehold premises 
in Maida-vale, London, were leased to Michael Death for forty-one 


years. By two indentures of mortgage dated respectively the 4th of 
September and the 25th of December, 1894, Death mortg the premises 
to G. L. B. Calcott to secure moneys advanced to him by Calcott. These 


mortgages were duly registered in the Middlesex Land Registry on the 
10th of October and the 29th of December, 1894. Death having made 
default Calcott entered into posseesion and in exerciee of his power of sale 
as mortgagee on the 16th of November, 1897, con to sell the 
remises to T. G. Elvin. Just before completion the haser Elvin 
vered that Death was an undischarged bankrupt, that an order 
dated the 28th of January, 1887, had been made under the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, s. 20, adjudging him a bankrupt, and an order dated the next 
day had been made for the summary administration of his estate under 
section 121 of the Act. Under these orders the official receiver became 
Death’s trustee in bankrup’ No memorial of his title was, however, 
registered by the official receiver. The purchaser refused to complete, 
but the vendor, alleging that tho official receiver's title was void for want 
of registration under the Registration Act, 7 Anne, c. 20, s. 1, took out 
this summons, asking for a declaration that, notwithstanding the bank- 
ruptcy of Death, the vendor, as mortgagee, had shewn a tile to 
the premises. ‘The purchaser contended that the orders making Death a 
bankrupt and for the summary administration of his estate were not 
** deeds or conveyances ’’ iring registraticn within 7 Anne, c. 20, s. 1 
and that the official receiver was therefore entitled to the premises, and 
that the vendor had xo title. 
Kexewicn, J.—It is said on = of the purchaser that the sneer 
claims under a mort, to him by an undischarged bankrupt, an 
at the date of the Teabragher the bankrupt’s estate was veeted in his 
trustee in bankruptcy, the official receiver, and that, therefore, the vendor 
has nothing to convey because he has no title. pda plainly be the 
m 


case if it were not that the vendor has , whereas 
no memorial of the official trustee’s title has been . But it is 
said the orders of the court are not pro a “‘ conve ” within the 
words of the Registration Act (7 Anne, c. 2), s. 1, and ought not, there- 


fore, to be registered. In answer to that there is the case of Credland v. 
Potter (23 W. R. 36, 10 Ch. App. 8), in which Lord Cairns says, ‘‘ There 
is no magical meaning in the word ‘ con .’? Vesting orders under 
the Trustee Act, 1893, are in themselves conveyances, and e as 
such and form links of title. Then it is that under 64 (4) 


of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the certificate of a Tenswaiely, and th 
to be deemed a conveyance, and may be registered , and that 









contract filed. He could not ako Zs 
a registered r. e 
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there is no provision for registration of an order under section 121, but 

that is because the certificate does not vest the property, and is not itself 

@ conveyance, while the order itself vests the property. I am, therefore, of 

that the orders are ‘‘a conveyance” within 7 Anne, c. 20, s. 1, 
onic is capable of registration, and that as they were not registered they 
are void as against the registered title of the vendor. Then there is the 
question of notice. On the evidence the vendor had no express notice, 
and I do not think I can impute to him constructive notice. Then it is 
said I t not to force what is said to be a doubtful title upon the pur- 
chacer. But I thinkI must say that on the present materials before me 
the title is not adoubtful but a good title, and there must be a declaration 
that, notwithstanding the bankruptcy of M. Death, the vendor has and 
has shewn a good title to the premises.—Counset, Warrington, QC., and 

Muir Mackenzie; Rowden and Carrington. Soutcitors, G. L. B. Caleott ; 

C. i 

gb tiga [Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law.) 

ANDERSON v. MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO. MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO. v. ANDERSON. Byrne, J. 12th, 19th, and 24th 
March. 


Lanpitorp anp Trnant—Covenant ror Quist Ensoyment —Reversion 
Acqurrep ny A Rarmway Comrany—Exercisg or Statutory Powrrs— 
Damaces—Lanps Ciavuses Acr, 1845, s. 68~—Ratuway Crauses Act, 1845 
s. 6, 


By the Manchester, Shefficld, and Lincolnshire Railway (Extension to 
London) Act, 1893, the defendant company were authorized to make and 
maintain a certain railway, and for that purpose were empowered to take 
the lands mentioned in the Act. In April, 1894, a house in Hampstead, 
part of the land authorized to be taken by the railway company, together 
with a right of way in common with other persons over a passage ad- 
joining the house was demised by one Findlay to the plaintiff Anderson 
for twenty-one years as from the 25th of March previous, at a yearly rent. 
The lease contained a covenant on the part of the lessor that on paying 
the rent reserved and performing the covenants in the lease, the lessee 
might peaceably hold and enjoy the demised premises without any 
interruption by the lessor or any person claiming through him. The defen- 
dant company acquired by agreement the reversionary interest of the plain- 
tiff’s lessor in the demised premises subject to the lease under an assign- 
ment of October, 1895, from the lessor. The houses and premises were 
not, however, acquired for the actual site of the railway as constructed. 
The rege yd proceeded with the construction of their railway in pur- 
suance of their statutory powers, and in the course of such construction 
to some extent injured the structure of the plaintiff’s premises, but, as 
was admitted, without negligence on their part. In the first action the 
plaintiff claimed to be entitled to damages for such injury on the ground 
that the company, by taking an assignment of the reversion, had rendered 
themeelves liable under the covenant for quiet enjcyment entered into by 
their assignor Findlay. In the second action the company claimed rent 
from Anderson under the lease, and to this claim the defendant set up the 
covenant for quiet enjoyment asa defence, and also counterclaimed for 
damages for the breach of the covenant. 

March 24.—Byrne, J.—The plaintiff does not dispute that but for the 
covenant for quiet enjoyment he would not be entitled to sue for damages 
in respect of the injury, but would be relegated to such remedy as he 
might have under section 6 of the Railway Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, and section 68 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845; but he 
says that the company, having neglected to acquire his interest in the 
property, and having put itself into the position of an assignee of the 
reversion, is liable by reason of the existence of the covenant. Had the 
plaintift’s land been required for the actual construction of the railway 
the quettion would not have arisen, because the railway company could 
not have constructed their works without acquiring the plaintiff's interest 
in the property. The land in which he had an interest is, however, land 
which the company was entitled to take compulsorily, and, although it 
has acquired the reversion by agreement, I do not think that any 
distinction can be drawn on this ground having regard to the authorities 
bearing on the matter. The precise point that I have to determine is, so 
for as I am aware, new, but there are authorities which it is necessary to 
consider in order to arrive at a proper conclusion. [Ilis lordship then 
referred to the cases of Kirby v. School Board for Harrogate (40 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL 239, 1896, 1 Ch. 437), Clark v. School Board for London 
(22 W. R. 354, L. R. 9 Ch. 120), and Bailey v. De Crespigny (L. R. 4 
Q. B. 180), and proceeded as follows:] In each of the cases to which I 
have referred the point now raised is not precisely involved, because what 
has happened is not that the covenantor has sold to the railway company 
adjoining land in respect of which he has entered into restrictive 
covenants, but that he has sold his reversion in the same land included in 
the lease containing the covenant for quiet enjoyment; and a distinction 
is also pointed out in that, in the present case, the lease was granted to 
the plaintiff and the assignment to the company was executed after the 
pasting of the Act under which the company has done the acts complained 
of. In my judgment, if the lease had been granted to the plaintiff prior 
to the Passing of the Act the principle of the cases to which I have 
referred would have been clearly applicable to the present case, although 
the assignment had been made subsequently to that date, but I have to 
consider the other question—viz., What the effect of a covenant 
for quiet enjoyment contained in a lease granted after the 

g of an Act of Parliament authorizing, but not requir- 

g, the taking of the land demised? Lessor and lessee must 
both be deemed to know when they enter into the contract | 
that the land may or may not be taken by the railway company, and ' 
that the interest of cither of them may be so taken without the interest of 





the other being also acquired. Lessor and lessee also know that their 
respective interests may be izjuriously affected by the railway company in 
carrying out its etatutory obligations and acting strictly within its 
statutory powers, and both parties know that, should their or either of 
their interests be injuriously affected, there are statutory provisions pro- 
viding for compensation being paid. First, as between lessor and lessee, 
what is the true meaning of a covenant for quiet enjoyment in the terms 
of the covenantin the present case? Under such circumstances, do the 
parties mean and intend that the lessor is to be liable in the event of 
disturbance by the po age in the legitimate exercise of its Parliamentary 
powers, or do they mean that, subject to such exercise of the statutory 
power, the covenant is to apply? 1 think that the true intent and mean- 
ing of the covenant is that the covenantor will be answerable for his own 
acts and for the acts of his assignees, but not that he will be answerable 
for the acts of the railway company in the exercise of its statutory 
powers, the company not being in the true sense his voluntary 
assignee at all, although he conveys to the company and it is not put to 
the actual exercise of its compulsory power. If, then, the 
lessor would not be liable, how can his assignee, the railway company, 
be liable in the absence of a fresh bargain on its part to be liable? It is 
reasonably clear that the company cannot be liable. But, although I have 
expressed this view as to the liability of the lessor, it is not, in my judg- 
ment, necessary for the decision, because in the present case it is not the 
lessor but the railway company against whom relief is sought, and I am 
of opinion that, even if the plaintiff were entitled to sue the lessor upon 
his covenant, he is not entitled to sue the railway company, the lessor’s 
compulsory assignee. I think that a railway company taking lands under 
statutory powers, and constructing works within such powers without 
negligence, is entitled to take the interest of any person having an 
interest in land without incurring liability in respect of any existing 
covenant entered into by the owner, whose interest the company acquires, 
so far as the enforcement of such covenant would impose a burden upon 
the company in derogation of its statutory rights and obligations. It is 
not necessary to say or decide that the covenant is gone for all purposes. 
Nor is it necessary to consider how far the acts done by the 
railway company, if amounting to a destruction of the subject- 
matter of the lease might or might not afford a good 
answer to an action for rent, or in respect of other covenants of the 
lease. It has been urged on behalf of the plaintiff that its seems 
anomalous and unfair that the company can take the interest of a 
lessor with all such lessor’s rights, and at the same time be free from the 
obligations imposed by the lease upon the lessor. The question can only 
arise in rare instances. If the land is really required for the purpose of 
the undertaking it is, of course, as necessary, if not more necessary, in 
most cases to take the interest of the lessee than that of the lessor, but it 
may happen that the interest of one or other of the parties interested in 
the land may be Jond fide taken by the company before it discovers that it 
does not require the jand. I think the company has acted within its legal 
rights, and that the plaintiff must look to his statutory right to compen- 
sation for such remedy as he is entitled to. This involves the dismissal 
of the plaintiff's action so far as his claim in respect of injury done to the 
structure of his house is concerned, and it also disposes of the counter- 
claim in the eecond action, and both must be dismissed with costs, except 
as to the costs of the first action down to the time of the amendment, 
which I allowed at the trial; those costs, I consider, ought to be borne 
by the railway company. His lordship gave judgment for the company 
for the rent claimed, but stayed execution on the terms of an appeal being 
promptly brought.—CounseL, Witt, Q.C., and A. Statham; Eve, Q.C., 
Macnaghien, QC., and S A. Sampson. Soxscrrors, Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, § 
Michelmore ; Cunliffes § Davenport, for R. L. Monk, Manchester. 
{Reported by N. Tensurt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Re THE MUNICIPAL ELECTION FOR THE CENTRAL DIVISION OF 
HACKNEY. Ex parte WOOD AND STUART. Div. Court. 1st April. 


MonicrpaL Erecrion—Deatu or Ong or THE CANDIDATES—PosTPONEMENT 
or Pottinc Day—Exprenses Exceep Maxtwum—APrpLicaTiIon ror 
Revrer—Municrrat Exvections (Corrurr anp ItugGcat Pracrices) Act, 
1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 70), &. 20. 

In this case counsel moved, on behalf of Mr. Thomas M’Kinnon Wood 
and Mr. James Stuart, M.P., the successful candidates for the 
Central Hackney division at the recent county council election, for 
relief under the Municipal Elections Act from the consequences of having 
exceeded the statutory limits imposed in respect of election expenses. 
The election was fixed for the 3rd of March in this division, and there 
were four candidates nominated. One of the candidates died, and the 
question was raised whether the poll should proceed as arranged or, 
under the circumstances, the date of the polling should be postponed. 
The Divisional Court (Wright and Grantham, JJ.) decided that a mandamus 
must issue directing that the election should be postponed until the 14th 
of March under the provisions of section 1 of the Ballot Act, 1872. 
Owing to the postponement, expenses for extra printing had been 
incurred to the amount of £43, and this unforeseen outlay brought the 
total over und above the maximum allowed by statute. The 
unsuccessful candidates were represented at this application, but did not 
oppose it. 

he Court (Day anp Bruce, JJ.) held that this was a case in which 
the relief sought should be granted.—CounseL, Macmorran, Q.0., and 
Corrie Grant ; 8. Day. Soxtcrrons, Radford § Frankland ; Day, Russell, § 
Co. 

{Reported by Easxtxe Retp, Barrister-at-Law.! 
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SPENCER v. LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE RAILWAY CO. Div. 
Court. 17th March. 


Inspector or Weicuts AND Mgasurgs—Po.ice-constaBLe — ConsTABLE 
TraveLttinc as Inspecrorn—Ricut to Trave. at Repucep Fars— 
Cuear Tratxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 34), 8. 6. 

Appeal from the Manchester County Court. The plaintiff was, and had 
been for many years, a police-constable of the county police force, and in 
1891 he was appointed an inspector under the Weights and Measures Acts, 
1878 and 1889 ; and he was so appointed to act as inspector for the county 
council by the Standing Joint Committee, and he was paid out of the 
county fund and not out of the police rate. On the occasion now in 
question the plaintiff was travelling as an inspector of weights and 
measures and on business as such inspector. He produced to the railway 
company (the respondents) a ‘‘ route”? duly signed by a police officer 
within the meaning of section 6 of the Cheap Trains Act, 1883, and claimed 
a ticket at three-fourths of the ordinary fare, according to the provisions 
of that section. The railway company refused to carry him at the reduced 
fare and demanded the ordinary fare, and the plaintiff paid the full 
ordinary fere under protest, and now sued in the county coart to recover 
the difference—namely, 2d. The question was whether the plaintiff bei 
a police-constable and an inspector of weights and measures was entitle 
to be carried at the reduced rate when travelling on his duties as inspector 
of weights and measures. The Cheap Trains Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 
34), provides, s. 6: ‘For the purpose of moving by railway on any 
occasion of the public service, (a) any of the officers or men in or belong- 
ing to her Majesty’s navy, or royal naval volunteers, and other officers or 
men under the command or government of the Admiralty; and (4) any 
of the officers or soldiers of her Majesty’s regular army or auxiliary 
forces ; - and (ce) any officers or men or apy police force . . . 
every railway company shall, on the production of a route duly signed for 
the conveyance of the forces provide conveyance for them and their 
personal luggage, and also for avy public baggage, stores, arms, ammuni- 
tion on such terms as may be agreed upon between the railway 
company and the Secretary of State, Admiralty, or police authority, and 
subject to or in default of agreement on the following terms: (2) If the 
number of persons conveyed is less than one hundred and fifty, three- 
fourths ’’ of the ordinary fare. It was admitted that the plaintiff pre- 
sented a ‘ route duly signed by a police officer,’’ but it was said for the 
railway company that he was not within any of the classes above specified, 
and that he was not travelling on ‘‘an occasion of public eervice.’’ The 
county court judge held that though the plaintiff was a police-constable 
he was not travelling on the public service while travelling on his duties 
as an inspector, and he gave judgment for the defendants with leave to 
appeal. The plaintiff appealed, and it was now contended for him that 
he was as an inspector of weights and measures travelling on the public 
service within the meaning of the cection, and was entitled to be carried 
at the reduced rate. 

Tux Court (Wricut and Daatina, JJ.), without calling on the counsel 
for the railway company, dismissed the appeal, holding that the Act did 
not apply to an inspector of weights and measures, and that a constable 
travelling on duties as an inspector of weights and measures was not 
entitled to be carried at a reduced fare.—Counset, Pickford, Q.C., and 
E. W. Jordan; C. A. Russell, Q.C., and T. F. Byrne. Soxicrrons, Ridsdale 
§ Son, for F. C. Hulton, Preston; Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, for C. 
Moorhouse, Manchester. 

[Reported by Sir Suensron Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.1 


COPPEN BROS, v. MOORE. Div. Court. 25th March. 


TrapE-MARK — Fatsze Trapg Descrirtion—AmenicaAN Bacon Soutp as 
**Scorcu ’’—Mercuanpise Marxs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 28), 
ae. 2, 5. 

Special case stated by magistrates for the borough of Richmond. The 
appellants, who are general provision merchants and sundriesmen, trading 
as the London Supply Stores at Richmond and elsewhere, were charged 
by one Moore, an inspector of the Bacon Curers’ Association of Great 
Britain, with having cold him a ham with a false trade description. On 
the day in question the informant asked at the Richmond shop to be 
supplied with an English ham. The assistant, who was standing outside 
the shop, pointed to some hams ona shelf inside and raid ‘‘ those are Scotch 
hams.’’ Moore agreed to take one which, at 84d. per lb., came to 53. 5)d 
Before the money had been paid in at the desk, Moore asked the assistant 
to put the word ‘‘ Scotch ” on the bill, as he had bought the ham as such, 
and this was done. The ham was proved tobe an Americanham. For the 
defence evidence was given that notice had been sent to the manager 
prohibiting the sale of this class of hams being called or described as 
anything but ‘‘ breakfast’? hams, and the assistant who sold the ham 
admitted having seen that notice. The justices convicted, and Coppen 
Bros. appealed. 

Tue Court (Wricut and Dartine, JJ.) by consent reserved their 
decision on the important question of whether the master was criminally 
liable for an unauthorized and false representation made by his servant, 
considering it to be one that should be determiaed by a specially-con- 
stituted court. On the other two questions raised they held that the 
false description, being merely verbal, would not alone have come within 
the mischief of the Act, but that it did so come when the word ‘‘ Scotch ”’ 
was written on the bill. Tcey intimated that proceedings might very 
well have been brought in this case under the Sale of Foods and Drugs 
Act. It was not open for them to disturb the finding of the justices and 
to say whether in their opinion the justices had come to a right decision 
in holding that the applicant had not taken all reasonable precautions. 
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whether the appellant W. H. Coppen could be y convicted under 
the statute of a criminal offence committed by his servant, since no guilty 
knowledge or intent on the part of the appellant was by the 
prosecutor, came before Lord Russet, or Kitrowen, O.J., Jeune, P., 
Curry, L.J., and Wnricut, Dartine, and Cuanneit, JJ., t 
was reserved. |—CounsgL, Bonsey ; Buszard, Q C., and A. J. David. Soute 
crrons, Neve § Beck ; M. Moseley, for Weeks § Co., Birmingham. 
[Reported by Ersxixz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REG. v. BIRD AND OTHER JUSTICES, Ex parte JONES. Div. Court. 
25th March. 


Justices—Luurep Company witn Branou EstantishMents—Beer Licance 
—AppLicaTion ror Game Licencpe—Game Act, 1831 (1 & 2 Witt 4, c. 
32), 8. 18. 


This was a motion for a mandamus to the Kensington justices.» The 
essociate af the court read an vit filed by the 3 giv 
facts. It stated that since the ma’ ore the 
WeCon on Boulter v. The Kent Justices (1897, A. C. 556) had decided that a 


meeting of licensing justices was not a court, and therefore they had no 
power to state a caso, altiough a draft had been drawn up and approved 
of by them. Counsel in support of the motion said the justices’ attention 
was called to the case of Schoolbred v. The Justices of St. Pancras (24 
Q B. D. 346), and on that authority they rong to have based their 
refusal to grant the licence. Asa matter of fact, that case was not in 

int, and he desired to show that the justices had acted undera mis- 
Coenen as to the state of the law. ‘The question for the decision of 
the court was whether a company having branches in various districts, at 
some of which an cff-licence to eell by retail intoxicating liquors was in 
ferce, was thereby prevented from selling game at those or at any of their 
establishments. ‘The facts were that Mr. Jubal Webb, general provision 
merchant and grocer, for many years carried on business in Kensington 
High-street and elsewhere, and at some of the branches an off-licence to 
pall bear and wine had been taken out. The business was converted into 
a limited company, and an application was made to the justices to grant 
a game licence. Section 18 of the Game Act, 1831, authorized the grant- 
ing of such a licence to any person, being a householder or occupier 
of a shop or stall, unless the person applying was a victualler or 
licensed to sell beer by retail, and the question was whether that 
proviso prohibited the granting of a game licence under such conditions 
as the present. In support of the motion it was argued (1) that Mr. Jones, 
the resident manager of the shop, was the keeper thereof within the 
meaning of the Act, and not being the holder of a licence to sell beer by 
retail, was qualified to hold a game licence; and (2) that if the company 
were occupiers and not Mr. Jones, the company not being themselves 
licensed to sell beer by retail, they were entitled t> hold a game licence ; 
and (3) if the court decided that the company were the keepers of the 
shop and were also the holders of the licence to sell beer by retail, never- 
theless the beer licence was granted to Mr. Horsley, their manager, and 
a3 the premises in respect of which the beer licence was in force were 
situated at Kilburn, and the premises in respect of which a game licence 
was applicd for was in Kensington, another and distinct division of the 
County of London, the company were entitled in law to hold both 
licenses. 

Tue Count discharged the application. 

Wuront, J., eaid the court could not assist the applicant directly. In 
his opinion it was unfortunate that the justices doing administrative work 
should not be able to state acase. Here the justices said they had heard 
and determined the matter. That being so the court could not interfere 
unless they were tatisfied that the justices had determined contrary to the 
manifest general principles of justice, or were influenced in their decision 
by bribery or bias or by something of that description. That was so even 
although they had exercised their discretion wrongly not only as regarded 
the facts but also as regarded the law by erroneously interpreting the 
meaning of the section of the Act in question. The court gave no judg- 
ment on the points raised, but they were of opinion that no harm would 
be done if the justices granted a supplementary licence to sell game to the 
applicant on the sade ee: proceedings were taken to raise the 
question of the validity of the licence so granted. 

Darua, J., concurred. Application refused.—Covnse,, Courthope- 
Munroe and Percival Clarke. Soxicrtor, J. J. Chapman. 

[Reported by Exsxiwe Resp, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A SOLICITOR. Ex parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. Div. 
Court, 1st April. 

Soricrron—Actina wirnout AvTHority For A SHareHoLDER—Discaerion 
or Court ro Oxper tHe Soxscrrorn tro Pay Compiarnant’s Costs AnD 
THOSE oF TRE Inquiny—Souicrrors Act, 1888, s. 13. 

In this case the charge against the solicitor was that he falsely repre- 
sented that he had been instructed by the complainant ond other share- 
holders to oppose a petition to wind up Thomas Edward Brinsmead & 
Sons (Limited), and had instructed counsel to appear accordingly, 
whereby the complainant had.guffered ioss. The complainant, who had 
applied for and been allotted four shares in the company, gave notice of 
a motion before the Chancery Division to have his name removed from the 
list of sharcholders and his money returned. Meanwhile a p>tition was 
filed to have the company wound up. This motion stood over from time 
to time and was eventually heard wich the petition. The complainant 





[On the 4th of April the que.tion reserved by Wurout and Dasuine, JJ., 
in this case for a consideration by a specially-constituted court—namely, 





appeared by his own solicitor and did not instruct the respondent to act for 
Lim, nor was he aware he had assumed to do so until he was so informed 
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by his present solicitor. The complainant received a circular from the 
secretary of the company which was sent to all the shareholders, warning 
them supporting the petition and asking them to fill up an 
encl form and stating that if they did so they would incur no 
responsibility or costs. The form ran as follows: ‘‘To the directors of 
Thomas Edward Brinsmead & Sons (Limited). I do not support the 
action taken or the petition presented by Mr. Walter Maskell.’’ Even- 
tually an order was made to wind up the company, and the complainant's 
motion to have his name removed from the list of shareholders was refused 
on the ground that he had, as a shareholder, appeared to oppose the 
petition. The complainant had more than one interview with the 
eolicitor who was acting as clerk to the solicitors of the company, 
but he was not aware that the solicitor was also, under the name of 
a firm, purporting to act for him among others until he was so 
informed in May last by the official liquidator. Before the statutory 
committee a resolution of the company was produced to the effect 
that the shareholders who had signed the form sent to them should be 
separately represented on the hearing of the petition. In consequence 
ot this resolution the solicitor, in the name of the firm, appeared for 
tLese shareholders and instructed counsel on their behalf. ‘The committee 
found that the complainant had signed the paper stating that he did not 
support the petition ; that the solicitor was authorized by the company to 
arrange that the shareholders who had so tigned should be separately 
represented, though the document which they had signed did not 
authorize such instructions; that the solicitor appeared and instructed 
counsel under the name before referred to to oppose the petition without 
communicating to the court that the firm consisted solely of himself, or 
the fact that he was but the managing clerk of the firm of solicitors then 
acting for the company, and they found the solicitor guilty of professional 
misconduct. Counsel for the solicitor urged that the alleged wrongful 
conduct of the solicitor did not amount to such professional misconduct as 
to require the court to pass more than a nominal sentence upon him. At 
the most it could but be said that the defendant had been guilty of an 
a: He had acted perfectly honestly, and had not sought any 
profit. The complainant had not proved any loss that actually occurred 
to him from the solicitor appearing as he did. There was nothing 
improper in a solicitor’s clerk, who was himself a solicitor, acting on 
behalf of certain shareholders in a matter in which his own principals 
were retained. All that he had done was to convey to the court the 
wishes of the shareholders as expressed in a resolution. These share- 
holders numbered some 200, and of these the complainant alone had 
found fault with what the defendant haddone. It wasimpossible for him 
to have obtained from so many persons separate instructions. He asked 
their lordships to ray that justice would be met by some very lenient 
treatment. Counsel for the complainant said the gist of the offence was 
that the defendant represented to the court, and thereby misled the 
court into the belief, that he was retained by the complainant, which was 
not the case. It was a fact that the official liquidator had held that by 
reason of the course taken by the solicitor on behalf of the complainant, 
the latter has been thereby debarred from the relief he sought—namely, 
the removal of his name from the list of contributories. That had caused 
his client a loss of £20 for calls, which sum did not include incidental 
expenses he had been obliged to pay. He hoped that the court, in meting 
out what punishment they considered the defendant should receive, would 
order, inter alia, that he should re-imburze the complainant. [Day, J.— 
We are not satisfied on the evidence that, but for the conduct of the 
defendant, the complainant would have succeeded in getting his name 
removed from the list of contributories.] The conduct of the defendant 
was clearly to the prejudice of the complainant, and had resulted in an 
actual monetary loss. Whatever that loss amounted to, that sum should 
be repaid his client by the solicitor. 

Day, J., in giving judgment, said the finding in the report of the 
statutory committee appeared to him to have been abundantly justified by 
the facts disclosed in the case, and the solicitor had undoubtedly been 
guilty of professional misconduct. It appeared that he abused his 
position by appearing in the winding-up court in a double capacity and 
under double names, sometimes using his private name and sometimes the 
name of a firm, which he believed the defendant had at one time been 
connected with, but which he had then no right to use. It was a very 
great impropriety for anyone to ap under an alias in a court of justice 
and a man who s0 disguised Manet penctiond what he considered was a 
fraud upon the court. The solicitor ostensibly acted professionally for 
the complainant without having received from him any proper instructions 
to do so of any sort or kind, and the result of his so doing was said to have 
been disastrous to the complainant by depriving him of the remedy he 
otherwise sought, of having his name removed from the list of contribu- 
tories to the company. While the solicitor appeared not to have done 
anything fraudulent in the sence of obtaining money by fraud, he had been 
properly found guilty of professional misconduct. Acting as he had done 

n & manner unworthy of a gentleman and ofa profession whose members 
were also members of the court, he had undoubtedly been guilty of pro- 
fessional misconduct. He thought it was not a case, however, in which 
they should either order his suspension from practice or direct his name to 
| be struck off the rolls. The justice of the caze would be met by directing 
the solicitor to bear all the costs which had been incurred by reason of the 
been brought against him, together with the costs of 
the Incorporated Law Society and those of the complainant. 
in Bavce, J., concurred.—Counset, F. W. Hollams ; Cranstoun; Norman 
raig. 

° [Reported by Ensx'xe Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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1 April—Witi1am Lronarp Butter (93, The Grove, Stratford, Essex). 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Tue Comparxres Act, 1867—Sxcrion 25. 


Report to the Council of Special Committee appointed on the 29th of 
October, 1897. Adopted by the Council, the 17th of December, 1897 :— 
The comimittee have considered the communication from members of the 
society in South Wales, suggesting that the recent decision in the Kharask- 
homa case (1897, 2 Ch. 451) calls for Parliamentary intervention to remove 
doubts and to prevent injustice where subsidiary contracts have been filed 
under Section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. Before referring to the 
Kharaskhoma case it may be useful to mention the enactment on which the 
decision depended and the criticisms which it has called forth. Section 25 
of the Companies Act, 1867, provides that every ehare in any company shall 
be deemed and be taken to have been issued and to be held subject to the 
payment of the whole amount thereof in cash, unless the same shall have 
been otherwise determined by a contract duly made in writing and filed with 
the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies at or before the issue of such shares. 
It may be supposed that the object of the section was to give notice to the 
public of the fact where shares are not paid up in cash, and to secure dis- 
closure of the actual consideration other than cash. In the absence of such 
notice credit might be given on the assumption that all the capital of the 
company credited as paid up had been received in cash. The committee 
have caused search to be made, and they do not find in the pro- 
ceedings of Parliament or in Hansard any mention whatever of tection 25 
or ¢f the subject-matter of that section in the Parliamentary Debates in 1867, 
or in the Report of the Parliamentary Committee (dated the 28th of May, 
1867), on which the Companies Act, 1867, was founded. It has been some- 
times stated that the section was introduced in consequence of a special 
contract in a particular case where the consideration was of an exceptional 
and problematical character. The justice and expediency of section 25 had 
been seriously called in question previously to the attention called to it by 
the Kharaskhoma decision. A very strong departmental committee, of 
which Lord Davey was chairman, was appointed by the Board of Trade ia 
November, 1894, to consider amendments in the Limited Liability Acts. In 
their report, dated the 27th of June, 1895, the committee stated inter alia 
that section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, had given riss to a great deal of 
litigation, and had in its operation caused a great deal of injustice, and that, 
on the other hand, it had not, it was believed, been fo of great public 
advantage. They added that the loose, inaccurate, and ungrammatical 
language of the section seemed to indicate that it was passed hurriedly and 
without much consideration. The committee reported that they did not 
think the secticn could be amended with any advantage, and they thought 
it should be repealed. They recommended clautes for a return to the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies of shares on allotment, stating, in the 
case of shares payable otherwise than in cash, the extent to which they are 
so paid up, and the consideration. They also recommended that in the 
annual return:, and in every balance-sheet, cash shares should be distinguished 
from shares issued otherwise than for cash. The committee added that they 
did not think it necessary to recommend any further substitution for section 25 
of the Act of 1867. It may be noted, in connection with the last-mentioned 
recommendations, that the Act of 1862, section 25, already required par- 
ticulars in the annual summaries of amounts paid, or agreed to be considered 
as paid, on the shares of each member. The report from which the above 
statements are taken was signed by all the members of the committee —viz., 
Lord Davey (chairman), Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice (now Lord Justice) 
Vaughan Williams (subject to an addendum which did not mention section 25 
of the Act of 1867), Sir William Houldsworth, Bart., M.P., Sir A. K. 
Rollit, M.P., Mr. Buckley, Q.C., Mr. F. B. Palmer, Mr, John Smith, C.B., 
Mr. A. F. Wallace, Mr. Hollams, Mr. Crisp, Mr. Waterhouse, and Mr. 
Jameson. There was appended to the Report of the Departmental Oom- 
mittee the draft of a Bill which they recommended to amend the Companies 
Acts. By that draft Bill it was proposed to enact by section 47 that rection 25 
of the Act of 1867 should be, and that it was, thereb ——— In the 
Bill brought forward in the session of 1896 by the Boar of Trade, and 
which was introduced into the House of Lords by the Earl of Dudley in 
March, 1896, a similar section was contained ing section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867. The same clause was again contained in the similar 
Bill introduced by Lord Dudley in the session of 1897. Lord Dudley's Bill 
was referred to a Special Committee of the House of Lords, who took 
evidence in the session of 1896, and were again appointed and took further 
evidence in 1897, and your committee do not find in the report of that evi- 
dence any comment on the proposal to repeal section 25 of the Act of 1867. 
The unqualified repeal thus propose! of section 25 might, it is conceived, 
leave yet some doubt as to its operation during the last thirty years, because, 
while section 38, sub-section 2, of the Interpretations Act, 1889, apparently 
preserves any right, privilege, obligation, or liability acquired, accrued, or 
incurred under the repealed section, yet it might be argued that no liability 
had accrued until either ac :11 had been made or a list of contributories settled in 
winding-up proceedings, and that no order for payment in cash could be made 
after a ropeal of the section in any other case. The committee are of opinion 
that any new legislation ought not to leave open any question in this respect 
for future litigation, and for the reasons given later on in this report, they 
are of opinion that the repeal should have a guarded retrc spective operation. 
The question in the case of The Kharaskhoma Syndicate arose as follows. An 
agreement was made on the 17thof August, 1892, between the syndicate and a 
Concessions Development Company, of which one condition was the issue to 
the company of 163 preference shares of £10 each in the syndicate as fully 


aid and to be protected by a duly registered agreement under section 25 of the 
Ganquaien Act, 1867. Oathe 31st of August, 1892, an agreement was made 
under the seals of the two companies reciting that by the agreement of the 





4 April—Joun Horxrns (111, Finsbury-pavement, London). 
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syndicate should ew rad paid-up shares >> 
registered t ‘* bei is present agreement,’ t was witnessed 
that the euolleats should file this sane. y and (2) that the syndicate 
allot the shares, which should be deemed for all purposes to be fully paid-up 
and be numbered as therein mentioned. The first point taken was that there 
was no consideration; but Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams held, on the 
evidence, that there was a good and valuable consideration, and that he 
ought to treat the transaction as an honest one, and one in which there was 
nothing that the parties would wish to conceal, and each of the judges in 
the Court of Ap agreed in this part of his judgment. The second t 
was that the real contract was that of the 17th of August, which ought to 
have been filed, and that even if the contract of the 3lst of August was 
the contract to be filed, the consideration ought to have been stated. Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams held, without layi down any general 
rule, that in the case before bim the statute CY inn complied with, 
and he refused to make the order upon the gentlemen who took the 
shares as nominees of the Concessions Development Company to Pry 
the £1,630. _The Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and Chitty, L.JJ.) 
reversed Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams’ judgment, and held that the con- 
sideration ought to have been stated in the subsidiary a, t, but they 
declined to give any opinion as to the particularity with which the con- 
sideration was to be stated. It would seem to follow, from the reservation 
at the end of the judgment in the Appeal Court, that in every case the 
decision will turn upon the particular circumstances—in other words, that a 
great number of suits will become necessary to ascertain whether or not the 
statute has been satisfied in each particular case. In the result, share- 
holders have to pay a second time the amount of the shares by reason of 
a mistake or misconstruction placed upon section 25, although it was found 
that the transaction was honest, the consideration good and valuable, and no 
concealment intended. It is understood that an appeal to the House of Lords 
has been lodged against the decision in the Kharaskhoma case, and although, 
ordinarily, legislation would await the final decision of the existing law, yet 
in the present case the committee think that there is no necessity to wait 
for the decision of the House of Lords, because the recent case has revealed 
a serious difficulty, which will remain, however the Kharaskhoma case may 
be decided ; inasmuch, as even if Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams’ judgment 
should be restored under the particular circumstances of that case, still in 
very numerous other cases it will be doubtful whether or not subsidiary 
contracts have sufficiently stated the consideration and the other terms 
of the princi 8 ent. The committee have made inquiry 
as to the extent of the hardship which may arise from the require- 
ments of section 25 having been misconstrued or overlooked during 
the thirty years which have elapsed since the Act of 1867 was passed. They 
are mun that subsidiary contracts have been filed and acted upon in a very 
large number of cases, affecting probably many thousands of companies, and 
that enormous sums of money and property of great value may be involved 
in doubt by reason of the decision in the case in question, and that innocent 
ms, executors, or trustees may be exposed to claims or litigation. 

ransactions and titles may be rendered doubtful and lawsuits encouraged 
as to the validity of past dealings extending back over many years in cases 
where the arrangements were conceived and carried out in perfect 
faith, and could not in justice be set aside as to a very material part without 
invalidating the whole transaction, or giving to parties a right to be restored 
as far as may be — to their antecedent positions. The committee 
believe that in a large number of cases subsidi contracts have been 
relied upon in honest transactions by shareholders who have accepted 
fully paid-up shares in good faith, and in the belief that the shares would 
always be treated as fully paid, and that great hardship and injustice will 
fall on numbers of innocent persons if some relief is not provided. It 
appears that for many years after 1867 a practice prevailed, founded on the 
view that section 25 would be satisfied by the filing of a subsidiary contract 
sealed by the company declaring that certain specified shares had been 
issued and were to be treated as fully paid shares. This practice was 
not confined to companies and their lay advisers and registration agents, but 
was acted on extensively by legal advisers. The practice was recognised in 
text-books and collections of precedents, and it is believed that no doubt 
was entertained in the office of the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies 
as to the sufficiency of such subsidiary contracts. The committee are 
therefore of opinion that there is a verg serious need for legislation to 
remove doubts and to prevent injustice, and they recommend that 
legislative relief should be sought by a repeal of section 25 of the Act 
of 1867 and by a declaration that, as regards the past, whenever any 
contract, or other document providing for or relating to the issue of 
paid-up or partly paid-up shares, in the capital of any company under the 
Companies Ac‘, 1862, has been filed with the Registrar of Joint-Stock 
Companies, with a view to complying, as regards such shares, with the 
requirements of section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, it shall be no 
objection to such contract or document, so far as regards the said section, 
that it does not disclose or sufficiently disclose the consideration for 
the issue of such shares, or that it only contains a part of the contract 
relating to the issue of such shares, or that it does not in law constitute 
such a contract in writing as the said section requires. 


protected by a 
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The following is a further report of the committee adopted by the Council, 
the 25th of March, 1898 :—'The urgent necessity for the reform proposed by this 
Bill, and for the limited retrospective relief from suits and penalties which it 
provides, is shown by fresh recurring cases before the Courts in which large 
sums of money have been claimed for innocent breaches of the statute. Three 
such cases have come before the Courts within the last month —viz,, Maynard's 
case (25th of February), the Coolgardie case (9th of March), and IJbdotson’s 
Sheffield Steel Works case (10th of March). In each case the documents filed at 


Somerset House gave honest notice of the arrangement for issue of fally 
paid shares, In Maynard’s case, relief was granted by the Chancery 





stated to show the unrighteous contention that 
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Justice Wright, dismissed 
help the claimants at all with reference to 
of Lords. It may also be useful 
(Veuve) et ses Fils and Bloomenthal. 
(Lords Halsbury, Herschell, Macnaghten, 
1897, ea judgments of Lords Justices 
Rigby, and of Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, 
ap wy of the Fg Re nd paid shareholder 
on iven to as fully up company as 
advance £1,600. It will be chenvedl oan 2 Prsaan-» | 
Court of the first instance and also in the Court of Appeal, while 
in the House of Lords unanimously held 
by their representation that the shares were fully up, 
that representation was untrue in fact, having 
Such cases, and there are doubtless many others, prove the need 
for the pt + ¥ of the section, and also for the limited retrospective 
relief which the Bill proposes. They show that the Court grants without 
hesitation relief wherever it has the power, but that there are cases where 
it has not the power. They also show the pee vad of the subject, and that 
it should not be delayed for the other many important reforms comprised 
in Lord Dudley’s Bill. 


THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 
Annvuat Sratement, 1897-98. 


The *‘ Law of Evidence (Criminal Cases) Bill, 1897."”—The Council were 
of opinion that the principle that a prisoner should be competent to give 
evidence is, on the whole, a sound one, and should in the interests of 
public justice be made of general application. In view, ho wever, of the 
difficulty which is frequen experieicod by ——— counrel under 
existing Acts in judging as to the propriety of commentin g or not upon 
the prisoner's absence from the witness-box, and of the uncertainty as 
to the proper practice which at present wails the Council suggested 
that, in the event of this Bill beco w, they should approach her 
Majesty’s judges and invite them to lay down some uniform rule of 
— as to the propriety or otherwise of such comment. The Council 

urther desired to urge most strongly that a clause should be inserted in 

this Bill embodying the principle contained in section 1 (¢) of the similar 
Bill introduced in 1896 in the House of Lords. The section above 
referred to is as follows: ‘‘ A person called as a witness in pursuance 
of this Act shall not be asked, and if asked, shall not be required to 
enswer, any question tending to shew that any person charged has 
committed or been convicted of any offence other than that wherewith he 
is then charged, or is of bad character, unless 

“(I ) The proof that he has committed or been convicte1 of such other 
offence is admissible evidence to shew that he is guilty of the offence 
wherewith he is then charged ; or 

‘* (II.) The person charged has asked questions of the witnesses for the 
prosecution with a view to establish his good character, or called witnesses 
to his good character, or otherwise has given evidence of good character ; 


or 

‘* (ILL) The person charged and called as a witness has given evidence 
against any other person c with the same offence,” 

The “ County Courts (Right of Audience) Bill, 1897.’’—This Bill was intended 
to amend the law relating to the right of audience of solicitors in county 
courts and consisted of the two following sections: 1. In section 72 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, the expression ‘‘ a solicitor being a solicitor 
acting generally in the action or matter’’ shall include any eolicitor who 
is in the permanent and exclusive employment of the solicitor so acting, 
and who is instructed to appear in the action or matter by such last- 
mentioned solicitor. 2. This Act may be cited as the County Courts 
(Right of Audience) Act, 1897. The Council reported as follows: * (1) 
That the public would gain no advantage by the proposed change. 
(2) That the pro; change is wrong mciple, involving the 
repreeentation of a solicitor by a solicitor in the county court. (3) That 
the pro change would materially prejudice the interests of the 
junior bar. A matter which is assuming great importance in view of the 
continuing extension of the jurisdiction of the county courte. (4) The 
only argument in favour of the change appears to be the convenience of 
firms of solicitors repretenting large corporate bodies.’’ ‘The views of the 
Council were brought to the notice of the Lord Chancellor and the noble 
and learned lord who, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, bad 
introduced the Bill in the House of Lords, with the result that the Bill 
was not further proceeded with. November last a conference was 
held at the offices of the Council between re’ mtatives of the Council 
and of the Incorporated Law Society to discuss the mer of the 
measure, but no agreement was then arrived at. The following Bill has 
been introduced in the House of Commons during the present session. 

The “* County Courts (Audience) Bill, 1898.’’—Me .—The object 





of this Bill is to render operative section 72 of the County Courts Act, 
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1888, which, prior to the decision in Re Snagge (1894, 2 Q. B. D. 440), was 
understood to authorize a qualified solicitor in the permanent and exclusive 
employment of the solicitor having the conduct of the action to address 
the court. The Finance Act, 1896, s, 38, exempts the solicitor of 
Inland Revenue from the consequences of the decision in Re Snagge, and it 
is intended by the present Bill to make the exemption general, and also 
to authorize one solicitor to appear and address the court on behalf of 
another. Clause 1 (2) of the Bill is intended to meet a case such as that 
of a railway company, or other corporate body, having a solicitor’s 
department. Technically, the clerks in the department are not in the 
employment of the company’s colicitor, but of the company. 4 Bill to 
amend the law relating to the audience of solicitors in county courts.—Be it 
enacted by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons, in this 
present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as 
follows: 1. Notwithstanding anything in the County Court Acts (Eng- 
land and Ireland) or in any other Acts—(1.) It shall be lawful for any 
solicitor who is in the permanent and exclusive employment of a solicitor 
acting —— in the action or matter, and who is instructed by him to 
appear in the action or matter, to appear and address the court. (2) It 
shall be lawful for any solicitor who, not being in the permanent and 
exclusive employment of a solicitor acting generally in the action or 
matter, is in a common employment with such last-mentioned solicitor, 
and is instructed by him to appear in the action or matter, to appear and 
address the court. (3) It shall be lawful for any solicitor retained by a 
solicitor acting generally in the action or matter to appear and address 
the court. 2. The term “solicitor”? used in this Act means a person 
duly qualified to act as a solicitor within the meaning of the Solicitors 
Act, 1874. 3. This Act shall not extend to Scotland. 4. This Act may 
be cited as the County Courts (Audience) Act, 1898. The Council are 
strongly of — that the provisions of the above Bill are undesirable 
and that the Bill should be opposed. 

The Draft ‘‘ Conveyancing Bill, 1898.""—The draft of this Bill prepared 
at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society having been submitted by 
the society to the Council with a request for their observations thereon, 
the Council have made the following report: ‘‘The Council have con- 
sidered the provisions of the Draft Conveyancing Bill prepared at the 
instance of the Incorporated Law Society, and regret that they are unable 
to approve of the scheme on which the Bill is based. The Bill appears to 
the Council unnecessarily to complicate the machinery of conveyancing 
by the mode in which it proposes to deal with the entire estate in settle- 
ment, without affording due protection to the beneficial interests. The 
Council are unable to suggest any method by which these objections can 
be removed whils retaining the framework of the Bill. ‘Tho draft amend- 
ments of the Settled Land Acts, the Married Women’s Property Acts, 
and the Land Transfer Act, 1897, appear however to the Council to be 
highly expedient, and the Council think they might well be dealt with 
independently.”’ 

Rules Proposed to be madz by the Board of Trade under Section 13 (2) of 
the Light Railways Act, 1896.—An opportunity having been given to the 
Council, as promised, of expressing their views upon the draft rules, the 
Council made the following report thereon : ‘‘ Tue Council are of opinion 
that in part the scale of costs is ultra vires —viz., Scale No. II. (c), which 
enacts that: ‘The arbitrator shall decide whether or not he desires to 
hear counsel, and whether or rot the costs and charges of and incurred in 
the preparation and delivery of brief to counsel and in obtaining the 
attendance of counsel, shall be allowed.’ By rection 13 (2) of the Act 
the Board of Trade have power merely to limit the cases in which 
the costs of counsel are to be allowed, not to eay whether an arbitra- 
tor shall Aear counsel or not; and have only power themselves to 
limit the cases and not to delegate such power to an arbitrator. 
As to the scales themselves. Tle Council would point out that they only 
come into operation when the claimant has recovered from the company 
more than the amount of the formal offer, which the company can always 
make, or tice versi The party who has to pay costs is therefore in 
default and has lost his case, and the proper principle to apply in euch 
cases is, that the defeated party should indemnify the victor against ail 
reasonable expenses. This is a principle which has been insisted upon of 
late. The proposed scales of costs entirely fail in this particular, as the 
suggestion that any party could conduct a compensation case at anything 
approaching the terms contained in the scales is out of the question. For 
instance—a railway company makes a formal offer of £50 for land, which 
is refused. The claimant proceeds to trial and obtains an award for £150. 
According to the scale, the maximum the claimant cin recover for costs 
is the sum of £10, which is to include the costs of solicitor, counsel (if 
any), all out-of-pocket expenses, and all expenses of witne:ses. ‘The 
Council fail to see why in such a case a railway company when 
unsuccessful should receive such exceptional favour and consideration in 
the matter of costs as compared with ordinary litigants. The Council 
see no reason whatever for the special and elaborate scales of costs 
proposed to be made by the Board of Trade, and recommend that the 
ordinary county court scale of costs should be applied in all cases where 
less than £200 is recovered, and that in cases over £200 the ordinary scale 
of costs now in force under the Land Clauses Act should apply.’’ Copies 
of this report were sent to the Lord Chancellor and to the President of 
the Board of Trade. 

The ** Workmen's (Compensatim for Accidents) Bill, 1897.’’—The Council 
considered this Bill, when firet introduced into the Louse of Commons, in 
great detail, and their report upon its provisions was widely circulated 
amongst Members of Parliament and others. The Bill having become 


Jaw, and the original provisions having been greatly altered and modifled, 
it would serve no good purpose to set out at length the Council’s Report 
upon the Bill as originally introduced. The report concladed as follows : 








Costs and professional assistance.—‘* The costs are to be in the discretion of 
the arbitrator, presumably with power either to award a lump sum, or to 
direct taxation on the county court scale. In either case, the Bill pro- 
vides that the sum awarded as compensation shall be paid on the receipt 
of the person entitled, and his solicitor or agent shall not be entitled to 
recover from him or to claim a lien on the amount received for any costs 
beyond those awarded. The effect of this is, of course, to do away with 
solicitor and clients costs in euch cases altogether. Finally, it is proposed 
by an amendment not yet reached to prohibit the employment of either 
sclicitor or counsel before such an arbitrator at all, and in this connection 
the Council refer to the exhaustive report which was adopted by the 
Council in 1896, dealing with similar provisions in other Bills which were 
then before Parliament. The questions whether an employer has been 
guilty of personal negligence, and what damages ought to be recovered 
from him in such a case, are often of great diffculty and importance ; and 
if his right to a jury and to the opinion of a trained lawyer in such a case is 
to be taken away from him, the effect of the present measure will be 
much wider than its present title denotes. We cannot believe that the 
additional proposal, to deprive him of the assistance of professional advo- 
cacy altogether, will be accepted; but it appears to us very necessary to 
to point out how serious would be the consequences if such an amendment 
became law.’’ Conclusions.—*‘ In the opinion of the Council, it is not only 
novel but dangerous to introduce for certain purposes and in favour of 
certain classes, a legal procedure in substitution for that provided for all 
purposes and for all classes by the law of the country. Unless such legis- 
lation proceeds upon the principle that it is more important to decide 
disputes of this class cheaply, than it is to decide them rightly, it is difficult 
to perceive why the methods hitherto accepted as the best for the ascertain- 
ment of truth should bs abandoned piecemeal. If these methods are not 
believed to be the best, it is logically the duty of the Legislature to 
attempt to reform them as a whole rather than to narrow their jurisdic- 
tion by the creation of artificial boundaries, and in favour only of one 
class of litigants. The Council are strongly of opinion that the decision 
of the county court judge on questions of law either arising before him 
when acting as arbitrator under the Act or referred to him by an arbitra- 
tor should be capable of review by the judges of the High Court; and 
further that no attempt should be made by the Act to alter the ordinary 
relations which have hitherto existed between solicitor and client.’”” The 
amendment above referred to was moved in committee on the 4th of June 
by Sir Charles Dilke, and was as follows: ‘‘ That no party or other person 
shall appear or be attended by counsel or solicitor.” The Attorney- 
General opposed the amendment, but after some discussion the Govern- 
ment eventually accepted the amendment with the addition of the worde, 
‘except by the leave of the court or arbitrator, or on any appeal to the 
Court of Appeal.’’ The Council are, however, glad to note that upon the 
report stage the Attorney-General moved that in proceedings under the 
Bill any party might appear by counsel or solicitor, the decision of the 
committee on this point being reversed. The Act now provides that 
** Rules of Court may make provision for the appearance in any arbitration 
under this Act of any party by some other person.”’ 

The ** Land Transfer Act, 1897.’’—Section 22 (2) ‘‘General rules under 
section one hundred and eleven of the princip.l Act shall be made by the 
Lord Chancellor with the advice and assistance of the Registrar, a Judge 
of the Chancery Division of the High Court to be choren by the judges of 
that division, and three other persons, one to be chosen by the General 
Council of the Bar, one by the Board of Agriculture, and one by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society.’’ This is the first occasion on 
which the Council has received recognition at the hands of the Legislature. 
The Council chose Sir Howard Elphinstone, Bart., as their representative 
under the above section. 

(To be continued.) 





THE WAKEFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The anuual general meeting of members was held at the Law Library 
on the 10th of March. 

Present — Mr. Ianson (president), in the chair; Messrs. Maitland, 
Smith, Plews, Beaumont, Scott, Woodhead, Cooke, Pickersg)ll, Askren, 
Haworth, W. H. Burton, Mackie, Townend, and Briggs. 

The notice convening the mecting was taken as read. Mr. Briggs read 
the report of the committee. ‘The treasurer’s accounts were presented. 

Proposed by Mr Beaumont, seconded by Mr. Cooke, and resolved : 
‘*That the report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts be 
accepted, and that the same and the president’s address be printed and 
circulated amongst the members.”’ 

Proposed by the Chairman, seconded by Mr. Plews, and resolved: 
‘‘ That for the current year the treasurer do pay out of the funds of this 
society to the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom the 
subscription of each member of this society, so as to qualify him as a 
member of the Incorporated Law Society.’’ 

The following resolution was moved and seconded: ‘That for the 
year 1899 the hon. treasurer be instructed not to pay out of the funds of 
this society the subscriptions of the members of this society to the In- 
corporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, and that the secretaries 
inform the latter society thereof.’’ After considerable discussion, in 
which it was pointed out that a protest had already becn made against 
the action of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) by this and other pro- 
vincial societies at the extraordinary general meeting of the society held 
in London in January last, the resolution was eventually withdrawn in 
deference to the views of some of the older members of this society. 

Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. Scott, and resolved: ‘‘ That 
the connection between this society and the associated provincial law 
societies be and is hereby determined, and tha* the cecretaries notify that 
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fact to the associated provincial law societies, ss as a reason that 
in the opinion of this cociety the associated provincial societies do not 
adequately represent the provincial members of the profession, especially 
those in the North.’’ 

Proposed by the Obairman, seconded by Mr. Beaumont, and resolved : 
** That Mr. Maitland be elect:d president for the current year.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Smith, seconded by Mr. Plews, and resolved: ‘‘ That 
Messrs, I. Chalker and W. Townend be elected vice-presidents for the 
current year.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Briggs, seconded by Mr. Maitland, and resolved: 
“That Mr. Arthur D. Smith be re-elected honorary treasurer for the 
current year.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Plews, ceconded by Mr. Pickersgill, and resolved : 
‘‘That Messrs. Basil 8. Briggs and E. Dacre Mackie be elected joint 
honorary secretaries for the current year.” 

Propored by Mr. Townend, seconded by Mr. Cooke, and resolved: 
‘‘That Mr. J. Charlesworth be re-elected honorary librarian for the 
current year.’ 

Proposed by Mr. Townend, seconded by Mr. Cooke, and resolved : 
‘* That Mesers. J. H. Askren and W.H. Burton be elected auditors for 
the current year.’’ 

The following members of the committee were then elected, on the 
motion of Mr. Woodhead, seconded by Mr. Briggs—viz., Messr2. Plews, 
Scott, Ianson, Lodge, Cooke, Haworth, and Routlidge. 

ae business of the meeting was concluded by a vote of thanks to the 
chairman. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members. -The number of members at the beginning of 1897 was fifty- 
seven. ‘l'wo new members have been elected—namely, Mr. E. D. Mackie, 
of Wakefield, and Mr. J. E. Poppleton, of Pontefract, and the roll at the 
end of the year numbered fifty-nine, as follows: Wakefield, forty-five ; 
Pontefract, eight; Knuottingley, one; Castleford, four; Horbury, one; 
a of members, fifty-nine. There are also six subscribers to the 
ibrary. 

County Court Rules (March, 1897).—Your committee considered these 
rules and communicated with the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) with 
a view to assist in obtaining their withdrawal. On the 12th of March 
last a meeting of the associated provincial law societies was held in 
London to consider tue matter, when a resolution was passed and for- 
warded to the Lord Chancellor requesting that the rules should be 
withdrawn. This was subsequently done. 

Land Transfer Act.—Land transfer has again occupied a great deal of 
the time and attention of your committee during the past year. It will 
be remembered that for many years past a Bill on this subject has been 
presented to one or other of the Houses of Parliament and has been 
consistently opposed by the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.), with 
the assistance of the various provincial law societies. The Bill 
intrcduccd Jast ression differed considerably from its predecessors, 
The Incorporated Law Society issued a circular in February, 1897, 
to all the provinci«l societies inquiring whether they might count 
on thcir support in opposing the Bill then about to be introduced 
into the House of Lords. Your committee expressed their willing- 
ness to do all in their power to support opposition to the Bill. Nothing 
more was heard, however, from the London society until the 12th of 
March, when the annual meeting of the astociated provincial societies 
was held in London, at which a resolution was submitted to the effect 
that opposition to the Bill should be abandoned on certain terms. ‘This 
rerolution was on the lines of a suggested compromise contained in a 
private report on the Bill issued a few days previously by the Incorporated 
Law Society (U.K.), and was proposed at the above-mentioned meeting by 
the chairman, who wes a member of the Council of that society. The 
resolution was to the effect that opposition should be abandoned only in 
the event of certain amendments being introduced into the Bill and was 
not fully discussed owing to the shortness of the time allowed for discus- 
sion by the chairman. The amendments were to provide: (1) a definite 
restriction in the Bill of the experimental area; (2) the initiative or con- 
sent of county councils tothe application of compulsory registration ; (3) 
definite experimental period to elapse before area could be extended ; 
(4) solicitors only to be allowed to practise for reward. The London 
society, making this resolution their excuse, promptly and unconditionally 
abandoned their opposition to the Bill. At the instance of Mr. Arthur 
Middleton, president of the Leeds society, the various Yorkshire law 
eocieties met in conference at Leeds and decided to take active steps to 
oppose the Bill, and agreed to share the expenses amongst them, con- 
tidering that the West Riding would probably be selected as the 
experimental area. A small executive committee consisting of Mr. Arthur 
Middleton, Mr. H Bramley, Mr. J. F. Iansop, and Mr. J. T. Atkinson, 
presidents of the Leeds, Sheffield, Wakefield, and Yorkshire law societies 
respectively, wa3 appointed with full power to initiate and carry 
on the opposition. Though the time to the rising of Parliament 
was very short indeed, a vigorous opposition was instituted in 
London (Mr. Briggs representing tkis society) with the result 
that several important amendments were inserfed in the Bill 
and the Attorney-General stated in the House of Commons that an order 
making registration of title compulsory should first be offered to the 
London County CounciJ. The Act was duly paseed as amended, and 
came into force on the Ist of January last. Part I. of the Act has nothing 
whatever to do with registration of title to land, but provides for the 
establishment of a real representative, who will have a position in regard 
to real estate similar to that occupied by the peroneal tegpeaititine in 
regard to chattels real. Part II. is wholly concerned with amendments to 


the Land Transfer Act of 1875, and will improve that 
measure. Part IIT. of the Act —— the machinery for the compulsory 
epplication of registration of title. By it, registration of title upon sale of 
land may by Order in Council, be made compulsory in any county or part of 
avounty defined in such order after aday fixed by the order, and such order 
may be revoked or varied, but a draft of the > nly erm order is, six months 
before the order is made, to be cent to the council of the yf to 
which is to apply, and such order shall not be made, if within three 
months after the receipt of the draft the county council shall, at a special 
meeting, at which two-thirds of the members sball be prerent, resolve 
that compulsory registration is not desirable in their county. The first 
order is not to affect more than one county. No further order is to be 
made till the expiration of three years from the of the first order, 
and not then, except at the special request as to any county of the county 
council, to be expressed by resolution at a meeting at which two-thirds 
of the members shall be present. If the council of the first proposed 
area object to compulsory registration, it can be proposed for another 
area. Every proposed order has to be laid before bovh Houses of Parlia- 
ment within the specified time, and it is to be void if disapproved of by 
Parliament. Notice of an order as above-mentioned was given 
to the London County Council on the 18th of November last. The 
council consulted various public and other bodies on the question of the 
advisability of allowing the Act to be applied in London, and of these 

bodies 67 reported disapproving of the application of the Act to London 
and 14 in favour of it. Amongst those who disapproved was the Incor- 
porated Law Society (U.K.). Ata special meeting of the London County 
Council, held on the 15th of Fe , 1898, notwithstanding the weight 
of opinion agaiust the application of the Act to London, disclosed by the 
replies received to their circular, the council decided not to veto the 
application of the Act to the county of London. The experiment about 
to be tried in London will be watched by the profession at large with the 
keenest interest, Under the Act the experimental area cannot be extended 
for three years from the first application of the Act. The warmest 
thanks of the members are due to Mr. Plews and Mr. Briggs for the time 
and labour they have devoted on behalf of this society to this subject, and 
in particular for the work done by them in conjunction with the 
representatives of the Leeds, Sheffield, and Yorkshire law societies. 
Mr. Plews has, during the past year, attended ceveral meetings in 
Leeds, Sheffield, and London, and Mr. Briggs made three journeys to 
London at the end of July, and spent the greater part of ten days there 
in assisting to oppose the Bill. In addition to this, both gentlemen per- 

sonally undertook a considerable share of the arduous secretarial work a} 
home. 

The Conveyancing Bill prepared by Mr. Wolstenholme for the Incor- 
porated Law Society (U.K.) was introduced into the House of Lords last 
ression by Lord Davey, and read a second time in that House. It will be 
brought forward again during the current seseion. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

April 4.— Mr. Yates in the chair.— Sir Herbert Stephens, Bart , moved 
‘That this society condemns the Crimiaal Evidence Bill now before 
Parliament.’’ Mr. C. W. Williams opposed, and the debate was con- 
tinued by Messrs. J. R. Adkin, Galbraith, Edwards, Marks, and Lee- 
Nash. Sir Herbert Stephens replied, and the motion was carried by seven 
votes. 








LONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 


The accounts for the year 1897 were presented at the annual general 
court held on the 30th ult., and a dividend was declared at the rate of 20 
per cent. on the paid-up capital, absorbing £89,655. In the life depart- 
ment new assurances were granted under 521 policies for £347,884, of 
which £76,500 was re-assured. The claims during the year were much 
below the expectation. The rate of interest carned by the non-partici- 
pating rcries was £4 5s. 1ld. per cent. and by the participating series 
£4 1s. 4d. per cent. The total life income amounted to £238,601, and 
the fund is now £2,105,219, an increase of £44,722 over the previous year. 
Ia the fire department the premium income after deduction of re- 
insurances amounted to £385,006 and the losses to £209,232, or 54:3 per 
cent. of the premium income. After transferring £50,000 to profit and 
loss, the fire iusurance fund amounted to £675,051, an increase of £12,560 
as compared with 1896. In the marine department the premiums for 
1897 amounted to £291,659 and the losses on account of 1897 and former 
years to £289,991. The marine fund is now £200,210. The total assets 
at the close of the year amounted to £4,008,485, as compared with 
£3 957,078 on the 31st of December, 1896. 


The Times understands that an appeal for subscriptions to the Lock- 
wood Memorial Fund, together with a first list of donations, will be 
issued. The letter will betigned by the Lord Chancellor, Lord Rose- 
bery, Lcrd James of Hereford, Lord Ruseell of Killowen, the Attorney- 
General, and Mr. James Lowther. Ths preliminaries were arranged at a 
meeting held in one of the committee rooms of the House of Commons. 
It was decided to devote the subscriptions to the following objects: (1) A 
portrait of the late Sir Frank Lockwood to be placed in the National 
Portrait Gallery ; (2) a memorial ‘‘ brass” to be placed in St. Margaret's 
Church, Westmineter; (3) a tablet or other memorial to be erected in 
York Minster; and (4), if funds permit, the endowment of a bed in a 
London hospital to be called ‘* the Frank Lockwood bed.”” Subscriptions 
to the extent of nearly £400 were promised in the room, Lord Rorebery 








heading the list with £100. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We deeply regret t>» announce the death of Mr. H. W. Cuatuts, bar- 
rister, which took place on the Ist inst. He was the son of the late Mr. 
H. W. Challis, principal of the Accountants’ Office in the Bank of Eag- 
land, and was educated at St. Paul's School, and Merton College, Oxford. 
He was called to the bar in 1876, and practised at the equity bar. He was 
the joint author of Hood and Challis’s Conveyancing and Settled Land 
Acts, which has now reached a fifth edition, and also cf a well-known 
treatise on the Law of Real Property. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Wittiam Barton, solicitor, of 6, Lombard-street, London, 
E.C., and Woking, has bien appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Barton was admitted in December, 1891. 

Mr. Joun Exnest Giapstons, solicitor, of the firm of Williams & Glad- 
stone, of Cardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Gladstone was admitted in November, 1890. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.LvutTions. 


Georce Marrey and Joun James Greenwoop, solicitors (Maffey & 

Greenwood), 61, Gracechurch-street, London. March 1. 
[ Gazette, April 1. 

Ouantes Joun Coriins Pricnuarp, Witt1amM Henperson, and Epwarp 
Geruisu, colicitors (Fussell & Co.), Bristol, March 31, [Gazette, April 5. 

Mr. Worruincton Evans, on the 31st ult , retired from the firm of 
Worthington Evans, Bird, & Hill, solicitors, of 35, Kastcheap, London, 
after fifty years of active practice. The business will be continued by Mr. 
Oswald Bird, Mr. Laming Worthington Evans, and Mr. Arthur Bernard 
Lewin Hill, at the above address, under the old style and firm. 








GENERAL, 
It is announced that the late Mr. Gibb», Q.C, has left a legacy of 
£1,500 to his clerk, Mr. R. G. Coveney. 


The Standard says that the Archbishop of Canterbury has conferred the 
degree of Doctor of laws upon the Mayor of Nottingham (Mr. Alderman 
Fraser), in recognition of the excellent manner in which he discharged 
the duties of his offices during the recent visit of the Church Congress to 
Nottingham, and in recognition also of his attainments as a lawyer. 


The clerks of the barristers practising on the Northern Circuit were 
entertained ata dinner at the Holborn Restaurant on Tuesday evening 
given by Mr. Justice Bigham (who was leader of the circuit for many 
years) in celebration of bis recent elevation to the bench. Mr, Arthur 
Dones, clerk to the learned judge, occupied the chair. 

On the 31st ult. Mr. Justice Grantham sat in the new court, Queen’s 
Bench No. 10. His lordship observed that the court lists of cases under 
Order XIV. seemed to be very irregularly made up. Upon some days 
there was only one case in the list, while that day there were six. He did 
not know why that wasro. The court itself was the most inconvenient 
that wasever invented. Neither counsel nor the ushers could get across 
the room. It would neverdo as a court. 


At the Mansion-house Police-court on the 4th inst., Mr. William 
Mason Safford, of Bucklersbury, was summoned before Alderman Sir 
Walter Wilkin, at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society, 
foron the 12th of November, 1897, in the City of London, pretending 
that he was duly qualified to act asa solicitor. Mr. R. H. Humphreys, 
solicitor, appeared in support of the summons on behalf of the Incorpor- 
ated Law ety. The defendant, who is an American solicitor, acted in 
November on bebalf of Mr. Falk, a merchant in the City, in a partnership 
dispute. Mr. Lewis, the solicitor for Mr. Falk’s partner, asked the 
defendant whether he was a solicitor. The defendant replied, ‘* Yes, I 
am an American solicitor carrying on business in New York, and have 
done so for some years.’’ On the 12th of November the defendant wrote 
a letter to a firm on the subject of the partnership dispute, and signed the 
letter ‘‘ W. M. Safford, solicitor.’’ The Incorporated Law Society con- 
tended that the defendant's so signing the letter was a technical infringe- 
ment of the Solicitors Act, he not being an English solicitor. The 
defendant raid he did this as an act of friendship and without fee or 
reward from Mr. Falk, and he did not know that he was transgressing the 
law. If that constituted an offence he pleaded guilty to a technical 
offence. Sir Walter Wilkin said the defendant had taken a yery gentle- 
manly course. According to our law it was an cffence. The defendant 

that he did not do it for payment, but only out of friendship. 
Sir Walter Wilkin said it was a technical offence, and he would impose 
8 technical fine of 103, and 2s. costs. 

In summing up, on tho trial of a ch under the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, at the Central Criminal Court on the 2nd inst., the 
Common Serjeant said that the Criminal Law Amendment Act provided 
that any person who was charged with an offence against that Act should 


be a competent but not compellable witness. The person charged could 
e evidence if he liked, but he need not do so unless he liked. The 
jielature said that no one was to be a compellable witness. The 
prisoner Smith had declined to give evidence. Counsel for the proseeu- 
tion therefore contended that the fact of the prisoner Smith having 
declined to give evidence was a corroboration of the prosecutrix’s testi- 


mony. In support of that contention counsel referred to a work on the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, in which there was a note which stated 
that, in a case tried before Mr. Justice (now Lord Justice) A. L. Smith, 
that learned judge said that the fact of a prisoner declining to give 
evidence was a corroboration of the case for the prosecution. That case 
was not reported, and he himself (the Common Serjeant continued) enter- 
tained the greatest ible doubt whether Lord Justice A. L. Smith ever 
said that, because, if that were so, it would mean that, in every case under 
the Criminal Law Amendment Act and the sections of the other statute 
mentioned in that Act, it was in the power of the judge to repeal the Act 
of Parliament. The lature said that the pags was a competent 
but not compellable witness ; but if the judge told the jury in those cases 
in which corroboration was required by law that the fact of the prisoner 
not going into the witness box was a corroboration of the case for the 
prosecution, that would in effect be repealing the Act. No one could 

ibly be acquitted who did not go into the witness box. He was satis- 
fied that Lord Justice A. L. Smith never did say that. The importance 
of the point was greatly increased because at the present time there was a 
Bill before Parliament providing that ia every criminal case the prisoner 
should be a competent but not compellable witness. 

In delivering judgment in a case before the House of Lords on the Ist 
inst. the Lord Chancellor said, according to the Times, ‘‘ I am desirous of 
expressing my great regret that a case which apparently turned, as may 
be seen from the judgment of the court below, in a { measure upon 
two or three sentences in the ification should have taken the period of 
time which it has taken, both in the original court and in the Court of 
Appeal, to have a question which, as I say, turns upon five or six lines, 
determined. Having regard to the extravagant and extraordinary con- 
sumption of time which was involved in the determination of this case, 
witnesses of great eminence being called on both sides and evidence given 
which amounts in the book which I hold in my hand to 500 printed 
quarto pages, it is no wonder that if a case so simple in its character is so 

rotracted, there is what is called a ‘‘ block’’ in the courts of law. My 
Sole I can only say for myself that I regret very much that, while com- 

laints are reaching me constantly of the difficulties of suitors in ordinary 

itigation in having their cases determined, it should be thought necessary 
in cases of this kind to waste so much time as was wasted in this case. I 
think it is worthy of the consideration of those engaged in such cases to 
remember that the Legislature has provided a tribunal for protracted 
scientific investigations, to which cases of this sort will have to be remitted 
if this case is to be taken as an example. The question to be dctermined 
in this case by a court of law is comparatively a short one, but if pro- 
fessors on every subject under heaven are to be brought to confront each 
other and give evidence on questions of this sort it is quite manifest that 
the ordinary principles which guide courts of justice cannot be adhered 
to, and what is called the scientific part of the case will have to be 
remitted to a totally different tribunal. I throw this out for the con- 
sideration of those who are engaged in something which is called litiga- 
tion whether what I have suggested renders it possible to continue to try 
patent cases in the ordinary course of law. Everyone knows it is most 
satisfactory that they should be so determined, but if it becomes im- 
possible by the ordinary process because the courts of Chancery and 
courts of common Jaw are blocked up by cases of this sort it is manifest 
that such a system cannot be permitted to continue.’’ 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovse Purcnasers AND Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)--[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep m CHAanorny. : ‘ 

Bricutoy ano Hove Datries, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Friday, 
May 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Messrs Thomson & Co, 2 and 3, West st, Finsbury circus, solors to the liquidators 

Common wEALtH Sywpicate, Liairep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bedford 
MeNéeill, 5, Austin Friars. Todd & Co, Chancery lane, solors to liquidator : 

Count & Co, Limirsp—Creditors are required, on or before May 14, to send their names 
and addresses, ont the gestions of eir debts or claims, to Alexander Hall Downes, 
28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane. Neish & Co, Watling st, solors to liquidator 

Goutp & Mackenzie, Limirep—By an order made by right, J, dated March 23, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of Gould & ie, Limited, be continued. 
Maffey & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for petners 

Houswick & Co, Liurrep—Petn for up, presented March 29, directed to be heard 
April 20. Dade & Co, 100, London sdleis tor the 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 19 


Lonvow Sewine Macuive Sywpicate, Linrrep—In of an order dated Jan 26, 
ir Perey’Masorn, G4, Gresham st, bas been appolated liquidator in the place of Mr. 
Charles Minshull. Gabriel, Portugal st bldgs, ’s inn, solor 

New Trepecar Co-orzagative Society, Limirzp—Creditors are uired, on or before 

22, to send thei and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, 
to G. Alec Lewis, 


names 

Market sq chmbrs, Merthyr Tydfil 
Patwareso Mixinc Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send 
their names and and the particulars of omas 
Southeott, 27 and 28, Old Jewry. Greenwood & Co, Gracechurch st, solors to the 


their debts or claims, to Th 
Syrnon Evevaror Syypicate, Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 11, to send their names the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Luff, 11, Old Broad st. Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, solors to the 


Townsenp Cyoie Co, Limrrep, Newrort, Mon. (1x Liquipation)—Oreditors are required, 
on or before April 30, to names an and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Messrs. Walter Hunter & Co, Council chambers, Corn st, Newport, 
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London Gazette.—Tuxspay, April 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitrep m CaancErRy. 


ALperTa Streamsuir Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 2, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Hen 
Douglas Eshelby, 24, North John st, Liverpool. Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool, 
solors for liquidator ‘ 

Austrian Incanpescext Suare Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 
17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Hayes and William Henry Gillett, 41, Moorgate st. Francis & Johnson, 
Austin Friars, solors for liquidators : 

Avromatic Gas Merer (1895) Corporation, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr John E. Witham, Halifax. Walker & Rowe, Bucklersbury, solors to 
liquidator 

BiumrieLp Manvractrunixe Co, Luurep (Erxest-strset Works, Bieuincuam)—Cred- 
itors are required, on or before April 21, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Rheece W Palk, 105, Colmore row, Birmingham 

addocks, Coventry, solor to the liquidator 

Brown, Micuer, & Pace, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 31, and 
directed to be heard April 20. Wood & Co, 6, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, solors for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of April 19 

Emmasura Naturat Taste Warers, Liurre>—Creditors are required, on or before 
Tuesday, May 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claimg, to Mr. John William Gundry Coombs, Clarendon chmbrs, 14, 8t Anne's sq, 
Manchester. : 

Eyouish Incanpescent Gas Snare Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Edward Hayes and William Henry Gillett, 41, Moorgate st. Francis & Johnson, 
Austin Friars, solors for liquidators a 

Eppinc Naturat Minerau Waew Co, Liurrep—By an order made by Wright, J, dated 
March 3, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued, 
Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, solors for petner 

Iurrovep Exvecrro-Piatine Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 4, 
directed to be heard on April 20. Rushton, New inn, Strand, solor for petner. Notice 
of appesring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
April 19 

Incaspescent Gas Ligut Co, Limrrep--Creditors are required, on or before May 17, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
Hayes, 41, Moorgate st. Francis & Johnson, 26, Austin-friars, solors to the liquidator 

Inisa Ixcanpescent Gas Liaut Co, Limrrrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 
17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
——— Hayes, 41, Moorgate st. Francis & Johnson, Austin-friars, solors to the 
liquidator 

Osnorve Esrare (Istx or Wiaut) Co, Liut:rep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 7, to send their names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. Henry John Bliss, 106, Cheapside. Edell & Gordon, King st, Cheapside, solors 
to the liquidator 

Roxsurcue Press, Limrrep—By an order made by Wright, J, dated March 16, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the Roxburghe Press, Limited, be continued. 
Wetherfield & Co, solors for the petners 

Sunpeam Farmina Co, Lawrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 17, to send 
their names and es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney 
Saker, 37, Havelock rd, Hastings 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Faisnpty axp Provipent Sociery, Bell Inn, Tilney, All Saints, Norfolk. March 30 
Ewnniskiuten Lopos or Loyat Orancemen Disrarcr Sick anp Bustat Sociery, Red 
Lion Inn, 2, Gas House lane, Willington Quay on Tyne, Northumberland. March 30 

Sick Dressers’ Society, Oddfellows’ Hall, Brighouse, York. March 23 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 

London Gazette.—Faivay, March 25. 
Avyiwis, Caarces Eowarp, Jermingham rd, New Cross April 30 Frank Rayden, High 
ay TesNaBAyAy Siyou, Bhagulpore, India April30 Morgan & Co, Old 
Baker, ated Salford April 25 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Baker, Tuomas, Scarborough April15 Watts & Co, Scarborough 
Beryarp, Evven, Overross, Ross, Hereford April 30 Wulson, Bath 
Buarne, Sir Rosert Stickney, Bath April 30 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 
Bow ter, Jane Any, Withington, Lancs April4 Bowler, Manchester 
Baraysuaw, Pavt, Shipley, Yorks, Grocer April 25 Morgan & Morgan, Bradford 
Briusox, Ayn, Barcheston, Warwick April 25 Hancock & Co, Shipston on Stour 
Brooke, Tuomas, Bristol, Manufacturer May 14 Lawrence & C), Bristol 
Burrovens, Bexsamiy Gustavus, Clifton, Bristol April 30 Burroughs, Bristol 


Cecit, Lord Sackvitte Agruvur, Beckenham, Kent May2 Nicholson & Co, Prince’s st 
Storey’s gate 

Crark, WiLu1am Jonny, Withington, nr Manchester, Merchant April27 Farrer & Co, 
Manchester 

Cugary, Tuomas, Birkenhead April7 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 


Cocswe.., Bexsamin Freperics, Croydon May3 H B Worrell & Son, Coleman st 

Compson, Samvue, Birmingham, Glass Blower April21 Shirley Smith, Birmingham 

Corrox, Mrs Exizaneru, Sylvan rd, Forest Gate May 7 Crawford & Chester, Cannon st 

Da Costa, Louisa, Brighton April 30 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

Davey, Jouyx, Boston Spa, York April9 Hugh W & R Pearson, Helmsley 

Day, Epwiy, Scarborough April 30 Scholefield & Co, Batley 

Evans, Wituiam Dixon, Madeley, Salop, Draper April 30 Potts & Potts, Br oseley 

Fistaysox, Gzorctna Dasuwoop, Hornsey May? Garrett, Gt James st 

Farr, Evizazetu, Teignmouth May 28 Abbott & Co, Bristol 

Gaason, Witt1am, Leadenhall st May4 Ince & Co, Fenchurch st 

Gens, Soaveens Waynours, South Kensington, CB, Q° May 2 Wilde & Co, College 
i 


Havsercey, Aww, Kidderminster April13 Crowther & Boning, Kidderminster 

Hanrer, Joun Cynit Stantey Newcastle upon Tyne, Dental Surgeon May6 Wilkin- 
son & Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Jay, Cart, Bexley, Kent April 30 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 

Joxes, Emma Mania, South Mimms, nr Barnet, Innkeeper April 30 Boyes, Barnet 

Joxrs, Taomas Wittiam Carmatt, Esq, Westbourne st, Hyde Park May2 Nicholson 

& Co, Prince’s st, Storey’s gate 





Kipp, femme Swinton, nr Manchester, Iron Merchant July 1 Berry, Walkden, nor 
‘arnw' 


Lewis, ye Barnet, Herts April 30 Boyes, Barnet 

L Anx, Pitminster, 8 t Mayi1 Kite & Broomhead, Taunt: o 
MacLeyway, Roperick, Liverpool, Draper April 30 Geddes, Liverpool 

Banemes, Exuiza Mania, Thorngrove, Worcester April 30 Hughes & Brown 


o 

ae Rosert Freperick, Thorngrove, Worcester April 30 Hughes & Brown, 
orcester 

Morris, Josern Rosert, Ramsgate April23 Hunters & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln's 


ee Buckingham palace Mansions May 11 Tassell & Son, Faversham 
Otiey, Watters Witutram, Sunderland April1S Burnicle, Sunderland 
Peake, Mania Sormia, Milverton, Somerset April 3) Payne, Milverton 
Porton, Joun Wit1am, Faversham, Kent, Coachbuilder May1 Johnson, Faversham 
Rees, Rosina Any, Clifton, Bristol May 28 Abbott & Co, Bristol 
Rosrxsonx, Tuomas, Droylsden, nr Manchester Aprilil A & GW Fox, Manchester 
Suerrie.o, Henry, Londonderry, Ireland April 30 Henderson & Co, Philpot In 
Sounpy, Ansiz, Teddington June 20 Day & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 
Sreveys, Joun, Newport, Salop May1 Holmes, Shifnal 
Gvovmusaee, Came oben See a eee South Kensington, Clerk April 21 
ee ~ne Wituram, Stalybridge, Chester, Corn Merchant May1i Ives, Staly- 
Gocmmban, Auicia Jang, Hyde Park gate May 1 Rowecliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Witimorr, WitiiAm, Ampton st, Gray’sinnrd April 19 Robinson, Boncath 
Witroy, James, Brighton April23 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 
Waist, Wittiam, Upper Tooting, Baker April 30 Cork, Seething lane 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 29. 


Sacnaee, sae, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Ironmonger April 16 Rutter & Rutter, 

Shaftesbury 

Aunen, Eee Ven Guanes Henay Gaevitte, Birch, nr Manchester May 12 Eule & Co, 
anchester 

Arxtysoy, Atice, Liverpool May 1 Rudd, Liverpool 

Banrrowc ova, Jonas, Manchester, Clothier April 24 Turner, Huddersfield 


Bow es, James, Stoke Newington, Builder’s Manager April 22 Page, Queen Victoria 


st 

Braunp, Mary Ayy, 8t Leonard’s on Sea May1 Morgan, Hastings 

Buaiaas, James, Brighouse May 2 Barber & Oliver, Brighouse 

Browy, James, Heywood, Lancs, Innkeeper April 16 Stott, Rochdale 

Brows, Jouy, Walton, Liverpool April 20 Sunter, Liverpool 

Browne, Emma, Chorley, Lancs April 30 Mayhew & Co, Wigan 

Bryers, Jouy, Bickerstaffe, Lancs, Farmer May5 Leo & Co, Ormskirk 

Burpis, Witt1am James, Croydon May 14 Lincoln, Mark In 

Curniz, Cecriia Cavocan, Pevensey Bay, Sussex April30 Lee & Pembertons, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Deane, Harrier, Colchester May 16 Elwes & Turner, C sichester 

Ex.isoy, Eonent, Stratford, Essex May 1 Watkins, Bashinghall st 

Etvinas, Axx, Metheringham, Lincoln April 26 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 

Fisuwick, Wiiu1am, Newport, Salop, Saddler April 30 Fisher & Hodges, Newport 

Fox, Jouyx, Shrewsbury April 80 Sprott & Morris, Shrewsbury 

Goopcui.p, Joux, Hampstead April15 Fishers, Essex st 

Gray, Tuomas, Thornton Heath, Surrey June 1 Hunters & Haynes, New square, 
Lincoln's inn 

Haar, eames Apranan, Totteridge, Herts, Editor May 3 Joseph & Hyam, Finsbury 

vmon' 
Hoy, } mm Hastings April 30 Chalk & Thatcher, Bishopsgate st Without 


Hust, Jonny Morrimes, Airlie grdns, Campden Hill April 30 Witham & Co, Gray’s 
inn s¢ 
Jexnives, Wittiam, Wadebridge, Cornwall April 30 Ellis, Wadebridge 


Ruan, essenen Janz, Camden Town April 30 Long & Garliner, Lincoln's inn 


Kiya, iho Many, Bolsover st, Portland pl April 30 Harman, Gt Portland st 
Lawrence, Tuomas, Trinity rd, Wood Green May9 Letts Bros, Bartlett's bldgs 
Marsuavy, Witiiam, Todmorden, Lancs April30 Craven, Todmorden 
Moray, Micua.t, Middlesborough, Fruit Merchant April 25 Punch, Middlesbotough 
Moy, Joun James, Newcastle upon Tyne April 29 Ward, Newcastle 
Nasu, Exizaveru, Montagusq April15 Budd & Co, Bedford row 
Panny, Freveaicx, Chester, Stationer April 25 Evans, Chester 
Reap, Wit.tism Tuomas, Kentish Town May5 Bellord & Co, Lime at 
Row .anp, Josern, Stockport April 30 Chapman & Co, Manchester 
Soiry, Rev Tuomas Lewes, Northampton April 30 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 
Tiriey, Joux, Madeley May2 Potts & Potts, Broseley 
Townssenv, Mary Petseiey, Oxford May18 Walsh & Son, Oxford 
Warsenr, Euity Warre, Acton June 24 Fraser & Son, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Wuircomse, Anx,Canterbury April 30 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 
Wueart, Ay, Nottingham April 27 Wing & Son, Nottingham 

London Gasette.—Fuipay, April 1. 
dutangene, E ames, Camberwell, Corn Factor April 30 Avery & Wolverson, New 
Atuisoy, Geonaz, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Contractor May 14 Adamson Rhagg, 


Newcastle on Tyne 
ArmiTaGE, Miss Sanau Any, Bade, Cornwall April 30 Morse & Co, Copthall bldgs 


Bartow, Joux, West Auckland, Durham, Farmer May1 Wilkinson, Bishop Auckland 
Ban.ow, Tuomas, Torkington Lodge, nr Stockport May 13 W L Welsh & Sons, Man- 


chester 


Bet, Beysamin, Burton on Trent, General Smith May 1 Skinner, Burton on Trent 


Games, ance Tuomas Janes, Montague pl, Bedfordsq, Surveyor April 26 Tryon, 
Crosby sq 


Bourne, Grorcx, Harborne, Stafford, Tube Manufacturer May 1 Jeffery & Co, 
Birmingham 
Brown, Taomas, York June 30 Ware & Sons, York 


Caney, Frepertw«, Kensington, Produce Broker May 4 Wood & Co, Southend on Sea 
Cartyon, Gzorez Ricuarp Gwavas, Tregreban, Cornwall May 7 Rose & Johnson, 
Delahay st, Westminster 2 d 
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Crane, Bootn Farprnick, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, Solicitor April 30 Beaumont & 
Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Coox, aa AMES, Tunstall, Stafford May1 Adams, Tunstall 


Coorzr, Witt1am Coorgr, Bedford May 12 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’sinn fields 
Cou.ruurst, James, Liverpool, Labourer May 30 Quilliam, Liverpool 

Dawsor, Joux, Exeter May 12 Mumford & Co, Bradford 

Dexwis, Gonos Cunistorner, York June 30 H J Ware & Sons, York 

Dom, Tosvggecs Duwcay, Chelsea, Licensed Victualler April 30 Copeman & Ladell, 


Dicxixson, Wit.14M, Birkenhead, Yacht Builder May 2 Reinhardt, Birkenhead 
Exey, Exizasetn, Sandbach, Chester May13 Bygott & Sons, Sandbach 

Eversuep, Cuanies Lampert, Arundel May2 Carleton & Vo, Bedford row 

Evans, Hewry Lioyp, South Kensington May1 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fossrxy, Henry, Leicester April 30 Stevenson &Son, Leicester 

Faawxus, Hexray Wacker, Knightrider st April 30 H H Wells & Son, Paternoster 


Seman, Soruta, Bradford April 30 James Freeman, Bradford 

Fazer, Georos, Hinckley, Leicester, Barber May5 Sam! Preston & Son, Hinckley 
Gareenuity, Samvet, Kilburn April 23 Cox & Lafone, Salters’ Hall ct, Cannon st 
Haxe, Groncs Henry, Forest Gate, Essex April 30 Bradshaw, Leadenhall st 
Hamoeuiy, Cuantes, Reading, Berks April 30 Beale & Martin, Reading 

Hanxiys, Geoncs, Poplar May9 Hillearys, 5, Fenchurch bldgs 

Hicatnsoy, Exxex, Preston April 25 Clarke & Co, Preston 

Hopason, Wii114m, Barrow in Furness May 1 Townsend, Barrow in Furness 

Hoae, Granam, Leamington May2 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 

Hoorger, Henry Hory, Exmouth, Builder April 30 Petherick & Sons, Exmouth 
Horaersart, Jony, Manchester May18 Leach & Son, Manchester 

Hust, Jouy, Leamington, Licensed Victualler May 2 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 
Isuzs, Wit114mM, Preston, Provision Dealer April 23 Ward, Preston 

Jones, Joun Daviss Stacey, Carmarthen May 1 Browne, Carmarthen 

Jones, Tuomas Henry, Aberystwith, Cardigan May 12 Roberts & Evans, Aberystwith 
Kent, Manx, Newmarket, Builder May1 D’Albani & Ellis, Newmarket 

Kyow.pen, Evizasetu, Chiswick May 9 Goodman, Clapham 

Lampoury, Evizasetn, Taplow, Bucks May 16 Eisdell & Thompson, Jermyn st 
Lerneren, Coances Ratouirre, Exeter, Shopkeeper April 15 Hutchings, Exeter 
Luiorp, Ayxa Gort, Haverstock hill April30 Layton & Webber, St Helen’s pl 








Low, Mary Ayx, Cambridge April 16 Papworth & French, Cambridge 
Lunn, Frances Many, West Lavington, Sussex May 3 Webbers & Duncan, South- 


Morrarr, Tuomas, Crosthwaite, nr Kendal, Farmer April 30 Cartmell, Kendal 
Moxcx tox, Ciraup, Rickmansworth May1 Francis & Calder, Adelaide pl 
Marsnauy, Tuomas, Cotgrave, Nottingham, Farmer April 30 Spencer, Nottingham 
Mucc.eroy, Hezextau, Cambridge, Grocer May7 Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge 
Oputxe, Epwazp, Buslingthorpe, Lincoln April 26 Page & Padley, Market Rasen 
Orv, Curistopuer Kyox, Lewisham April15 Shalless, Greenwich 

Oncan, Epwis, Olveston, Glos, Innkeeper May 21 Crossman & Co, Thornbury RSO 
Picorr, Ricuarp, Besthorps, Nottingham May 14 Hodgkinson, Newark on Trent 
Ports, Mania, Bishop Auckland, Durham May Wilkinson, Bishop Auckland 
Paice, Saran Eurty, Westbourne grove May 11 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct 
Purcett, Jouy, Sandbach, Chester May 13 Bygott & Sons, Sandbach 


Roaers, Josera Eowarp Giteert, Sheerness, Kent, Surgeon May! WJ & EH Tre- 
mellen, el lane 2 2 

saats, Ne and Exizasera Rows, Moston, Manchester April 30 Lancashire & 

hreys, Manchester 

Suxrneno, Heh, Heaton Chapel, nr Manchester, Yarn Salesman April 15 Symonds, 

Mae... ,- # James, Seacombe, Chester May 13 Oliver Jones & Co, Liverpool 

Swane, Eowanp, Reading, Berks April 30 Foskett, Devereux chmbrs, Temple 

Tanner, Hanniet Any, 8t Leonards on Sea May 9 R B Wheatly & Co, New inn, Strand 

Tayxor, Mrs Auicia Eurty, Torquay April 30 TB & W Nelson, Cannon st 

Torrie, Grorcs, High Wycombe, Bucks, Commission Agent May5 Clarke & Soa, 
High W' be 


com 
Turton, Govan Taorrs, Aston, Birmingham May10 Reifern & Son, Birmingham 
Vitiiers, Right Hon Caanies Peruam, Chelsea May 14 Witham & Co, Gray’s iansq 


Watrorp, Rycanp James, Felsham Hall, nr Bury 8t Edmunds May 16 May & Co, 
Laurence Pountney hill 

Warkrssox, STaLLwoop Farepenicx, Stratford, Beer Retailer May 9 Hillearys, 
Fenchurch bldgs 

Werks, Joun, North Petherton, Draper April 27 Aldridge & Thompson, Highbridge 
Somerset 

Wuattey, Freoericx Rosert, Clapham May 14 Bolton & Co, Temple gdas 

Wixins, Samvst, Bristol May7 Pershouse, Bristol 

Wituiams, Anne, Laugharne, Carmarthen May 1 Browne, Carmarthen 

Ween, » naa Fiercaer, Cheshunt, Hereford May1l1 Hawks & Oo, Borough 


st 
Weesn Laue Manis, Nottingham May7 Harston, Bishopgate st Within 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


| Sinizperc, Jacos, Bedford 


st, Commercial rd, Boot , Toas, Georce, Astley Bridge, nr Bolton, Shoeing Smith 


Manufacturer High Court. Pet March 29 Ord April13atil 16, W st, Bolton 
ienten Come ae DERS. April 1. ¥ h 39 sk Wsiih eiciaiines einen Tavs _—— L, imlico April 14 at1 Bankruptcy 
| Simmonps, Eowarp, Bals: ea! 01 rs, r y 8 
Baxen, inane ae 4 4 James's st High Court Pet | Birmingham Pet March 29 Ord March 29 Wooos, Wi..u14M, Whiston, Lanes, Publican April 13 at 
Sic = = = rd, Pork Butcher High Court Skxevinetox, Atrraep, Leicester, ean Traveller Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
’ h 12 Ord March 28 Leicester Pet March 29 Ord March 
Pet Marc! Squires, Tuomas, ae Bucks. butcher North- ADJUDICATIONS. 


me... Axyprew, South Shields, Provision Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Broapsent, ALpert Evwiy, Dewsbury, Plasterer Dews- 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
——- Wiis, Eowarp Brooxrie.p, and WILLIAM 
Staffs, Earthenware Manufacturers 


ampton Pet March 30 





Tate, Eouvuxp, Waterloo, Py Accountant Liverpool 
et March 10 Ord March 
th Henry Powstt, High 8 


| Bayst, Frepericxk Wituram, Remy — 3+. Por Butcher 


30 
wns y yoy Mer og Bustol, Printe Bristol Pet March | High Court Pet 


| BRaMwe.t, Anprew, —_ Shields, ‘Provision Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 30 Ord March 30 


t Pond der's End, Draper | BroapBent, ALBERT rent Dewsbury, — Plasterer 


Stoke u n Trent Pet March 29 Ord March 29 Dewsbury Pet March 2 

Bursock, Hensert Wiiiiam, Chatham High Court Pet | 7, Bg mony Aston Bride Ord March “ran a Smith | C#!CK, Caries, Taunton, Somerset, Builder Taunton 
March 4 Ord March 29 ’ Jolton Pet March 80° rd March 90° s | Pet March 12 Ord March 29 

Crarxsox, Josern Henary, Acock’s Green, Warwicks, Witoeedes, doe, Lav <A Seciee Waunhel! Crarkson, Joseph Henry, Acock’s Green, Warwick 
Accountant Clerk Birmingham Pet March 28 Ord ter Pet March —— = _ Aoseantant Clerk Birmingham Pet March 28 0; 

Cusments, Francis, Worthing, Provision Merchant bis ~ + Croaee, ee, Saddler Truro Pet | Gcewexts, Francis, Worthing, Provision Merchant 
Brighton Pet March 28 Ord March 23 Witiiams, Davip, Manchester Manchester Pet March Brighton Fet _— $8 Ord March 30 

Commanee, © — New Swindon, Wilts, Fruiterer Swin- 28 Ord March C.iements, Taomas, New Swindon, Wilts, Fruiterer 
don March 29 Ord March 29 arch 28 Swindon Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Cook, ned Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby FIRST MEETINGS. Conex, Partir, Stoke Newington Edmonton Pet Feb 19 

March 28 Ord March 28 Alnsworts, . a, Manchester April 15 at 2.30 Off Ord March 29 

Danrrxat, Henry Tuomson, Cheltenham, Stationer Chel- Coox, Epowarp, Great Grimsby, Fish a Great 

tenham Pe 29 Baker, onee + 1GH 1 Massy, Bolton, Officer April 14 Grimsby Pet March 28 Ord March 2 


h29 Ord March 
Davies, ba Guirriri Coox Wywntos, Fenchurch st, 
Secretary ~ Court Pet March 2 Ord March 29 
Fivier, Wattes, New Basford, Nottin; , Grocer Not- 


at3 16, Wood st, 


FrtzCiargnce, The Hon W G, Worthing Brighton Pet 
March 12 .Ord March 29 

Harnisos, Taomas, Rutland Leicester Pet March 28 Ord 
March 28 


Jenxixs, Oxiver, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 30 | 
Ord March 39 Auckland 


| Eastwoop, Jaye, Leeds, 
Rec, 22, Park row, 


Litur, Doveras, Port Clarence, Durham, Grocer 
March 29 


ton on Tees Pet March 25 Ord , Boscawen 


| Cox, Harry, jade Rg Wine Merchant April 13 at 1 | 
Challis’s Hotel, Rupert st, London 

Pet March 30 Ord March 30 | Davies, Davip Moraay, Penarth, Glams, Clothier April | 
l4at3 Off Rec, 29, “= st, Cardiff 

Greengrocer April ldat 11 Off | 


| Eaauestone, Jony, Bishop Auckland, 
April 9 at 12.50 Talbot Hotel, Ma pl, Bishop | re ——— Exos, Stoke Boat $+ marge Corn Dealer High 





| Crossiz, CuanLes Howanp, Mevagissey, Cornwall Truro 
et Sept 22 Ord March 29 
Dagtnat., Henny Tuomson, ‘Cheltenham, Stationer Chel- 
tenham Pet March 29 Ord March 
| Fivtern, Watrer, New Basford. Rottingham, Pr Provision 
Dealer Nottingham Pet March 30 March 30 


| Hupsoy, Wituam, Rei Lion ret 
urham, Mason | Printer High Court Pet March5 Ord March 29 


Pet March 22 


Stock- | Fox, mae Penzance, Nurseryman April 12at12 Off | Lituie, Dovaras, Port Clarence, Durham, ed BStock- 


ton-on-Tees Pet March 24 Ord 





Loneportom, Josern, Kippax, Yorks, Colliery Carpenter 
Wakefield Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Loxapos, Artruur, Boston, Lincs, Licensed Victualler 
Boston Pet March 21 Ord March 30 

Nayvor, Gronrct Hearn, Hoyland Nether, nr Barnsley, 
Yorks, Postmaster Barnsley 


Nicor, Joun Grover, Worcester, oe Manufacturer Wor- 
cester Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 

Onaus, Gzonce Waren, hed, Worcester, _— 
maker Worcester Pet March) Ord March 

Osnouxe, Witit1am Hewry, St George’s ‘a-Bovthwark, | 

Publican High Court Pet March 12 a! March 30 
Owen, Sertimmus Srayiey, O r Manch r, 
Manchester Pet Mocch 39 ‘ord March 30 

Paes, Epwarp Ronert, Rhymney, Mon, Boot Dealer 
Tredegar Pet March 29 Ord 

Payye, Teemae, St John’s Wood, Cook High Court Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 

Perkin, Janes, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Draper Pem- 
broke Dok Pet March 16’ Ord March 28 

Ripgat, Caareers Freverict, Victoria st, Publisher High 
Court Pet Jan2t Ord March 30 

Rupaway, Frank, Manchester Manchester Pet March 5 
Ord March 





28 
Seruoun, Wittiam, Soham, Cambri Farmer Cambri 
Pet March $9 Ord March 39° - 


Pet March 16 Ord | 


ruro 

Sean Hervert Witutam, Contasoare, Grocer April 
16 at 11 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

James, Any, Lianelly April 9 at 11.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen | 


st, Carmarthen 
| Nicncusox, Georee Rosgart, Shildon, Durham, Iron- 





Bishop Auckland 
| Pavmes, J ates, Swansea, Caachbuilder April 13 at 2.15 
On , 31, Alexandra rd, Swan 
Powgut, WiLtiaM, Cardiff, Hotel mongers 2 Manager April 
: 14 at 11. a" wetbenn 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
nice, Joun, Westbourne grove, onger April 14 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Ripgway, Faanx, es April 15 at 3 Off Rec, 
Bryom st, Mancheste 


Roperts, Wirutam, Leeds April 14 at 12 Off Rec, 22, 
rk row, 

Roperrs, Whasen. Painswick rd, nr Glos, Market Gar- 
dener Aprilid4at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Ryper, James, Markington, Yorks, Builder April 25 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Satu, OswaLp ay ee York, Potato Merchant 
April 12 at 12.15 Behar ns 28, , York 

Sprouse, Henrietta, woe April 16 at 11.30 Off Ree, 


73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Glam, Boot Dealer April 14 
een st, Cardiff 





Tuomas, Wituian, Bri 
atil Off Rec, 29, 


monger April 9 at 12.20 Talbot Hotel, Market pl, | 








Luoyp, Wattace Luzwettrs, Morecambe, Lancs, Cycle 
Le Agent wegen ~~ Mare 7 is, on 
a a OSEPH, » Yorks, Co my iter 
Wakefield Pet March 30 Ord aban 
Lypgarp, Maurice ALBERT, ne Wells, Radnor 
_ gg ealees Pet — Ps Ord March 28 
OBGAN, BenJamin rey orth Kensington High 
Court Pet Feb10 Ord March 29 : 
Ozams, Geonce Waren io Worcesters, Watch- 
oe Jeweller Worcester Pet March 30 Ord 
Owex, Sertimus Srantey, Openshaw, nr Manchester 
Grocer Manchester Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Paes, Eowarp Ropsrt, Rhymney, Mon, Boot Dealer 
egar Pet March 29 Ord arch 29 
Payye, Taomas, St John’s tae Cook High Court Pet 
March 30 Ord March 


Rotiasox, Wiiiias al Hatton garden, Tinplate 
Worker High Court Ord March 26 

Rove, Jons Tuowas, Caw! e, Cornwall, Tin Streamer 
Trury I Pet Feb 26 Ord March 28 

Seymovug, be ry oes Soham, Cambridge, Farmer Cam- 
brid Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Suattuck, Harotp Attearoy,and Srantey Morrmes 
ia pe Kensington HighCourt Pet Feb 16 


Surreserc, Jacos, Bedford st, Commercial rd, Boot 





Sxusg,' 
Sures, ; 

ig. 
Tasxer, 


Cow 
Toas, G 
belt 


Witsoy, 
Dock 
Nors.—1 
Adjt 
Mar 
havi 
ALLIXsO: 
Boutp, J 
Btok 
Baamua 
Leed 
Browns, 
Ord . 


CLewss, 
Marc 


Fing, Ja 
dare 
Girrorp, 
Cante 
Gree, | 
Woly 
Gusgst, 
Build 

He. 
Hunt, At 
30 0 
Houster, 
mado 
Jon Cc 
Jongs, E 
Pet 
Lock, T1 
arcl 


Morirz, L 
Pet M 
Moret, 
Pet M 
Mov pixa 
Pet M 
_—~ d 
ewpc 
Perkin, & 
Pembr 
Pooss, Ci 
M 
Powe, J 
Feb 12 
Rizey, Ow 
Pet Mi 
Suerpagp, 
M 


Esow, Ar’ 
Pet Fe’ 


_—— 
Court 

Tatzort, 5 
A 1 


Tuomas, J 


Apranau 
ll i 


AbpincLey 








30 


ugh 


mith 
ptcy 


3 at 


her 

aler 
erer 
aton 


icks, 
Ord 


hant 
erer 
b19 
reat 
ruro 
yhel- 
Isl on 
ress 


) 
figh 


‘ycle 
nter 
dnor 
fi gh 


tch- 
Ord 
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Manufacturer High Court Pet March 29 Ord 
March 29 


Sxsvinctoy, Atrrep, Commercial Traveller Leicester 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Sxuse, Tuomas Georcs, Swansea, Grocer Swansca Pet 
March 11 Ord March 28 

Suite, Witt1am Noarney, West Kensington, Jeweller 
High Court Pet Feb8 Ord March 26 

Tasxer, Fraepericx Tacnot, Dartford, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March 14 Ord March 26 

Toas, Groner, Astley Bri nr B Aton, Shoeing Smith 
Kelton Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Tower, Witi1am Apet, Forest Gate High Court Pet 
Feb 22 Ord March 26 

Warp, Eowin, and Natuasiet Leask, North End passa 
Wellclose sq, Cigar Merchants High Cout et 
March 12 Ord March 26 

Witpeoose, Jos, Levenshulme, nr < wepene Man- 
chester Pet March 29 Or.i Mare 

Wittcocks, Grorcr, Falmouth, Saddler Truro Pet 
March 29 Ord March 30 

Wituiaus, Davin, Hulme, Manchester Manchester Pet 
March 28 Ord March 28 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER R=ESCINDED. 
Witsox, James Geoace, Pembroke, Saddler Pembroke 
Dock Adjud Oct 25,1897 Annul and Rerc Feb 9 
Notr.—Re Samuel Addingley, Wakefield. ‘he Notice of 
Adjudication published in the London Gazette of 
March 25 is hereby cancelled, no Order of Adjudication 
having been made. 
Lindon Gaz tte, mg Apil 5. 
RECKIVING ORD 

A.uxsoyx, Jonn Baensamty, Leen Boot Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet March 31 Ord March 31 

Boutp, Joseru, Longtun, Staffs, Wholesale C. tant Maker 
Stoke upon’ Trent Pet April 2 Ord April 2 

an , As Sueruerv, Leeds, Builder’s Manager 

Leeds Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Baowne, Oscar, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Jan 17 
Ord Feb 18 

C.ewss, Georcs Hewry, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet 
March 31 Ord April 1 

Denuam, Georee, }— eam Yorks, Cooper Halifax Pet 
Aprill Ord A 

Daewitt, Fraxx Gisson, Gosport, Hants, Cycle Maker 
Portsmouth Pet March 31 Ord March 31 

= JL, Aldershot Guildford Pet Jan 8 Ord 

pril2 

Everetr, Georce Epwarp, Birmingham, rca Bir- 
minghbam Pet March 12 Ord March 3 

Ewrnxe, Basit, Chesterfield, Corn Jn eby Chester field 
Pet April 2 Ora April 2 

Fing, Jacos, Abaiaon, Glams, Furniture Dealer Ater- 
dare Pet Aprili Ord A ril 1 

Girrorp, Sypyey Herpart, =, aaa Miller 
Canterbury Pet March16 Ord March 

a Bernarp Josern, Wolverhampton, Architect, 

Wolverhampton Pet Aprili Ord Aprill 

Gusst, Artuur, and Wiiiiam Parrscorr, Rotherham, 
Builders Sheffield Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Henzoo, Ferpericx, Cranwick rd, Stamford Hill, Cotton 
Broker High Court Pet April? Ord April 1 

Hunt, Atrrep, Plumstead, Tailor Greenwich Pet March 
30 Ord March 30 


Hunter, Joux, Pwiltheli, Carnarvons, Contractor Port- 
madoc Pet April 2 Ord April 2 
Jones, Crement Ssvxiex, Peckham, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord April 1 
Jongs, Emuity Exisx, Walsall, Milk Purveyor Walsall 
Pet March 31 Ord March 31 
Reading Pet 


Lock, Tuomas, Reading, Horse Dealer 
29 
Watxpex, Oldham, Greengrocer 


March 29 Ord 
Marsnatt, CHARLES 
Oldham Pet April1 Ord April1 
Moritz, Liownex, Bury st, —~ +4 Merchant High Court 
Pet March 31 Ord March 3 
Mor —> Jouyx WIitttam, Nida, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet March 31 Ord March 3 
Movtpine, Henry, Blackbura, Cabinet Maker Blackburn 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
Pacetr, Joux, Maindee, Newport, Mon, Boot Dealer 
Newport, a Pet April 1 Ord April 1 
Perxix, Many Jane, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Draper 
Pembroke Dock ‘Pet April1 Ord April 1 
Poores, Cuana, Newport, I W, Schoolmistress Newport 
Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Powe, James, Feltham, Farmer Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Feb 12 Ord March 18 
Riity, Owen, Mos; Side, nr Manchester, Grocer Salford 
Pet March 17 Ord April 1 
Suerparp, Heyay James, Bedford, Florist Bedford Pet 
March 25 O1d March 30 
Esow, Arruor, Essex st, a, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Feb 14 Ord March 
Srzeveys, ARTHUR caer ~ Percy Carew Hay ey, 
Brockley rd, New Cross, EV Accountants High 
Court Pet April 1 Ord April 1 
=" - by, Somerset, Baker Bridgwater Pet 
Apr 
Tuomas, Jonx, Trewrky. Glam, Licensed Victualler Ponty- 
pridd Pet mg od Ord April 2 
Torx Ley, Hexry, Essington, nr Wolverhampton, Farmer 
Wolverhampton Pet April2 Ord April 2 
Tissitts, Taomas WILtiaM, bea oe <3 Butcher 
West Bromwich Pet March 31- Ord March 8 
Truscott, EvizapeTa Avice Hanns, Wadebridge, Corn- 
wall Truro ‘Pet Feb17 Ord Apri 
Wit.iiams, Taomas, Brixton, Setar High Court Pet 
April2 Ord Apiil 2 
Witiiams, Witi14m, Porth, nr Pontypridd, aaa Driver 
Pontypridd Pet March 29 Ord March 
Amended notice substituted for y= published in the 
mn Gazette of April 1: 
WILuraMs, Davio, Hale, Manchester Manchester Pet 
Ord _—_ 


March 2 28 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apranams, Raixa, Pl Dealer 
11 Law Society’s chmbrs, Athenzeum In, Plymouth 
AvpixcLey, Samvet, Tanshelf, Pontefract, Glass Bottle 


ce = April 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, 
Baxtr, Auraep  Aqeent, dames — =: oe Colonel 
15atil Bankruptcy 


Pork Butcher 
——s Win, Ki woe rere ee April 14 at 


Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, 
Browy, Soustse Jae, Hebel an April 14 at 12 Off Rec, 


29, 
Brows, Joun a Stanwick, Northam April 16 
ati2 Off Rec, County Court bldgs, eep st, North- 


Boutock, areas by oe Chatham April 15 at 12 

oa beige Provision eehent April 
3 at 12 amet 

Caniontox, Ronsar. Ros Major april 1 14 at 12.30 


Cnoanin, Vaasane emg ng Mevegiony, Cornwall April 
16 at Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

mae Henay Tuomas, Cheiakom. Stationer April 

D aa Gre mg mt wax _—g™ 16 at 11 

ENHAM, £ORGE, 

Off Ree, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Dickissox, Henny ee, ae James Witwtam Dickiy- 
son, Mi Livery Stable keepers April 13 at 11.30 
0 ley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Dorz, Witttas Doseumn, Oxford, Tailor April 13 at 3.30 

1, St. Aldate’s, Oxf: 


Ganpyen, Dovease and Epwarp Bearsamu Harrier, 
—a Patentees April 15ati1 174, Corpora- 
ion 


st, Bi 
Gases, 2 — i Stantonbury, Bucks, yt April 
16 at ff Rec, County Court bldgs, st, 
Sace 
Fentoy, Ricnarp, and James og seabed’ Hockaaie Lanes. 
F eee The Heb Wisetaw @ G Worthing deel 
1TZCLARENCS, ILLIAM S.. 
14 at 3.30 Melville Green, rd, Wo 
Hammonp, Percy, a rough, Butcher April 13 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert h 


Bayst, Freverick Wit11am, 
14at12 Bankruptc 











rd, Mid 
Hancagaves, Law —_ = James, Buxton, Derbys April 
14at2.30 Off rte st, Manchester 
Harngisox, Tuomas, th Weston » Rutlands 


A 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1 Ly we eS) 
ne Freperick, Cranwick wick ‘rd, Btantord Hill, Cotton 


Broker Some tee Bankru Carey st 
Hupp.estoyg, P= S memere Wear eee 
Hotel April 16 at 


Laveence, Josern, Aston, sania India Rubber 
Dealer April 14 at 12 14, Corporation st, Birming- 


Lows, Eanest fa Birkenhead, Grocer April 14 at 
2309 Of stand Wek 
hogy Nidd fog ‘armer April 15 


Morrs.i, Jonn 
at 12.15 
Nether, nr Barnsley, 
ril ldat 10.15 Off Rec, Regent st, 


Navyior, Gronoz yy Hoy 
Postmaster Ap 
Southwark, 
Publican A April 14 at 12 Bankruptcy ptey Dides, Carey st’ 
Owey, Szprimus Staxiey, Openshaw, 
Grocer April 14 ut 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


chester 
Powsgtt, pend Feltham, Farmer April 14 at 11.30 24, 
Rawutxas, nt eq Worcester, » Gover April 
11 30 Rec, Copenhagea orcester 
Rove, Joux Tuomas, Camborne, © 
14at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 





Osporyg Wirax Hewry, St George’s rd, 





Surigserc, Jacos, Bedf st, Commercial rd, Boot 
a acturer April 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Jarey st 

ae Atrerep, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
A 15 at 12 Off Ree, 1, Leicester 

Srenscey, Rosert, Gt esale Fruit 
A) 15 at 11 Off Ree, 15, Os! st, Gt Grimsby 


Srewaat, Faeverice Geores, Newport, Mon, Hai 


dresser 
April 14 at 12 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 
Taorman & Co Ry aif Rn > Dealers 
April 18 at ig 40> apicy bless, 
Wartsoy, Taomas Heyy, pel 1b 15 ~ 3 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, M 
Wess, —_ ABrAHAM, ety: Tinplate Worker April 
14 atill 174, 
wane awe 4 wh parame Aprill4at3 Off 
Wotan Witte, area ey pa | i Driver 
peng te oer § April 14 


wititaaes ieee Acoaee, es Bedford 
A, "s 
Wisoy, James, lane, Great four st April 15 at 
12 Bankruptcy 


ADJUDI 


Atuinson, Jouy Bexsamrm, —, Boot Manufacturer 
ee aaa ¥ %-y _ ae t 
ENTOTE, INALD in 

Brentford Pet Dec 18 March $1 - 
Buaxsg, T nee, Grocer Bristol Pet March 4 Ord 
Boutp, Josers, Longton, Staffs, Wholesale Cabinet 
Maker Stoke Trent Pet April 1 Ord April 2 
ager 


Baamaam, Taomas “ERD, Leeds, Builder’s 
Leeds Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
a eta Gocnea rt > pgp Grocer Derby Pet March 


1 
De Beenaes, ee y+ ~- a 
High Court Pet her hy Bg 
Dickxtxsox, Henry Georos, and canes Wis Dickiy- 


» Morpeth, North: 
Hoqenstie upan ‘Tyne er sinteh CO Age April 2 
Dopp, icexaueee. Bussert, Montagu ob Portman sq, 
. jurgeon Court Pet Feb 25 March 31 
1rT, Fran«x Gresox, Gosport, Hants, Cycle 
**Portemouth Pet March 31° Ord March 31 
Ewrxe, Basi, Chesterfield, Derby, Corn 





Merchant 





Chesterfield Pet April2 Ord April 2 








FPanuay, Harotp Ai aa, Solicitor 
High Court, Pet Pet March 11 Ord Marek : 
Fine, Ja Fornitene Doser Aberdare 
Apel 1 "Ord X Ont Apel 
Gomme, ARD LB, 


Wolverhampton, Architect 
Eve Agel 1 Passover, Bo 
eon” rg am Paescorr, 

Builders Sheffield Pera 2 Ord 
Horine, Faeperice M, st, Billiard Manu- 
Se Ex cite nett ’ 
ONES, LY LLEN, 

Pet March 81 Ord March 
Laragp, Faepgrick, Graseshusch st, Watch Maker High 
Court Pet Jan 26 Ord March $0 


we ict, Dimer | Yack 
ORRE OHN 
Pct March 31 O.d March 


Moatimer, Wictiam Heyey on Mare, Leather 
Bristol Pet Deo 22 Ord March 31 
Movucoise, Heyry, Blackburn, Gabinet maker Blackburn 
Pet March 29 


Ord March 29 
Perv, Sir Roser, mg Manor, Warwick, Baronet 


Poo’ a } at. er W., Ghoolnsistrees Newport 
LES, A, New; 
porta a Weta Wing, Bare, Bader 
WLES, = 4 iz: 
Guildford Pet Dec Ord March 
Soomes, Soon Taoxas, ss lethle, Backs "Butcher ae 


gy A Sivciatr, a 
y Promoter High Coat Pe Pet ret 0 
Ta.sor, E.t, Worle, Somersets, Baker B Pet 

April 1 ' Ord April 1 —— 


Tuomas, Jonx, Treotky Glam, Licensed Victualler 

. Pont . Pet A apes pf wat: - 

HORNLEY, Hewry, Wolverhampton, Farmer 

Pet ‘April 1 Ord April 2 

Tisottts, Toomas Wittram, Ral my om areal West 
Bromwich Pet March 31 Ord March 3 

Vea_e, Groacs, Dunsmure Stamford au, Builder 
High Court Pet Feb 17 Ord March 31 

Wittiams, Tuomas, pastem, Baker High Court Pet 





jute ENSON, 
Cc 





April 2_ Ord Apri 
Wiiuiams, Witttam, Porth, ar Engine Driver 
fo. -R betivuted At. published in the 
su or 
D - London Gazette of Feb. 18 : 
Avigs, Davin, Abergwilly, Carmarthens, Saddler C. 
marthen bet Feb 12 Ord Feb 14 ae 
substituted for that pyititnt in the 
of April 1 


Wituiams, Davio, Hulme, Manchester Manchester Pet 
March 28 Ord March 28 
. - ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
‘ace, Witt1am Grayt, Leicester. 
Adjud Nov 27, 1894 Annul March ft 
AN IMPORTANT DECISION. 
Tuas Rerosr or Sim Cuances A. Cameron, M.D. 


“Department of the Medical Officer of Health, and 


Leicester 
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S. FISHER, 188, Strand, 
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IN;FCORPORATED 


LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Tux Covnctt invite attention to the following scheme of education, adopted | 


n 1892 with the object of affording assistance to Articled Clerks 
For the benefit of Clerks resident in London or who are able to attend, 
these classes are held and Tutors give advice and assistance at the Hall of the 
Law Society. 
To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation 
through the post has been formulated. 


POSTAL INSTRUCTION. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the selected 
portions of Stephen’s Commentaries. 

For those who bave passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 
afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: Equity, 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial Law, 
Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 
varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

These courees may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of the 
Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 
been passed. 

Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for a subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course of work 
forthe Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be supplied to 


either Class of Postal Subscribers, at a subscription of one guinea, on | 


application to the Tutor, Dr. West. 


CLASS INSTRUCTION. 

Class instruction is also provided cn the selected portions of Stephen's 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the 
clasees should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction, 
Students can join the clasees at any time, the fees being proportionate to the 
length of attendance. 

8 are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge. 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 

The Classes for Intermediate Students arc held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
November ; October to January ; January to April; March to June. 

Students may subscribe for successive classes. 








| consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 





SOciETY.Y. 


Classes for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January; 
January to June. 

These periods afford five months’ class preparation, ani students arg 
advised to subscribe for a full course, and certainly for not less than three 
months, otherwise the work must necessarily be hurried. 

Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but if 
is recommended that they should avail themselves of both modes of in- 
struction. 

Subscribers to either Postal or Class instruction have the opportunity of 


LAW 















by letter at any time. 

RESULTS AND HONOURS. 
The results obtained have been eatisfactory. At each of the last twelve ” 
examinations pupils have obtained honours, and the percentage of passes is 
a high one, exceeding 85 per cent. of between two and three hundred pupils ~ 
who last presented themselves for examination. It has happened on several 
occasions that all Class pupils have been successful, and the same has 
occurred in the case of subscribers to the Correspondence Courses. 
TUTORS. 

Equity, Conrerearine Common Law, Bankruptcy—J. Carrer Harrison, 
30, Bed ord- -row, W. 
Criminal and Magisterial Law, Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and 
Ecclesiastical Law, Stephen’s Commentaries ~Lzoxaxp H. West, LL.D,, 
19, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ata ae a a eT eT a 


Vea MAMAE A ese « 


a9 a helant Rar 





Before Inter. After Inter, 
FEES. Examination. Examination, 
Subscription to postal instruction (12 montks) £4 4 Q | (12 months) £§ 6 0 
Subscription to Postal instruction (2 years) 6 6 0| (2 years) 830 
Class instruction (3 months) 440) (5 months) 999 
For those who have previously subscribed for 
Postal instruction . ve oe: co ae a fae 
Class instruction (6 months) : 770/| (4 months) 889 
For those who have previously subscribed. for 
Postal instruction . ae 6690 
For three months’ Class instruction 770 
For those who have previously subscribed for Postal instruction 5590 
TARY, 


Cheques and ae Office Orders should be made payable to the Sacre 
d crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Barctay & Co., Limirrp.”’ 
Law Society’ s Hall, Chancery-lane. 








IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES | 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender value given. | 


ROBE 


Speedy settlements and highest references. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord 











EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
Chancellor, the Whole of tie 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of I of London, &c. | 
ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
| Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town | 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
| Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy hens. | 
H ESTABLISHED 1689. 


_94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 







| THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


LIMIT 
(EsTaBLIsHED 1696), 
terests in Real and Personsl 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and | 
| Adeones Money upon these Securities. : 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £616,525. 
The a has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, to 
, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. _ 


MAKERS. 

















BRAND & CO’S_ 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS, 


| ESRENOE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 








Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 
T. ROBINSON j 
Insurance —- 85, High-street West, Sunderland. 
INSURANCE OFFICE, | 
Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED IN 1896, £388,952,800. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 
Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
INVESTED FUNDS - - - £8,000,000. 


hrilai 





LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


MEAT JUICE, 0, 








S U N 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
etna race BANK 
Number of Accounts, 75,061. 





on DEPOSITS, fe rable on pm Ng Ki PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. RAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAY PAIR | 
PHWO per CHIT. on CUNENT ACCOUNTS, on the | BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. | WORKS! VAUXHALL. LoXDOj. : 
STOCKS eri lean a ANNUITIES purchased and| NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. HIP ‘CONW AY” | : 
sold for customers. And all General and Commercial Work. CI ot S a i 
j LIVER 4 


SAVINGS DEPA! DEPARTMENT. 
Small ——_ agape and Interest allowed monthly on 


each ee st 

pes EL RRBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars 
Telephone No. 65005. 
Telegraphic Address: 


ALEXANDER ¢€ SHEP HEARD, 


Every description of Printing—large or small, 

Printerr of «THE SOLI OrroRs TORS’ JOURNAL Nouseoe. | 

Authors advised with es to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information 
Contracts entered into. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 















FOR TRAINING 

YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
ropecome OFFICERS © 
IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. ~ 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
S— THECAPT., AJ. MILLER.R.N, 


furnished. 


- = ? 








| 
“ BIRKBECK, LONDON.” | 
| 
| 


FRANCIS RAVENSCKUFT, Manager. 
EPPS’S COCOA 
Exrract FROM A Lecrurs ox “ Foops AND THEIR 
Vaugs,” ny Dr. a Wnusoy, F.R.8.E., &c.—“ If 
motives—! 








any of due regard for health, and second, 

of getting full food-value for money —ecan be said ia . 

to weigh with us in choosing our foods, then I say that EGAL — oo 
Cocoa (Epps’s being the most nutritious) should be ced panemage e SA an 
to replace tea and coffee without hesitation. Cocoa is a — os 

tood ; | = coffee are —4. te , the whole | . @ 2 GRACE N 77 

science matter in a nutshell, and he who runs may ; 

read the obvious moral of the story.” Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B, 





SPINK & SON” 
respectfully 3 
announce that hey 
ACCURATELY ae £ 
JEWELS and SILVE 














